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REDUCTION OF POLLUTION IN THE POTOMAC RIVER 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 11, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
StscoMMITTeEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Biarntx. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the 
House Public Works Committee will please come to order. 

This morning we begin hearings on legislation to authorize the 
construction of waste disposal facilities to reduce the pollution of 
the Potomac River from storm water overflows. Pending before us 
are four identical bills introduced by our colleagues from Maryland, 
Congressmen Richard Lankford and John Foley, and our colleague 
from Virginia, Congressman Joel T. Broyhill, whose districts con- 
verge and adjoin the District of Columbia along the upper reaches 
of the Potomac River. These bills are H.R. 7196 of our colleague, 
Congressman Richard Lankford, of Maryland; H.R. 7197 by Con- 
gressman John Foley, of Maryland; and H.R. 7199 by Congressman 
Joel T. Broyhill. I have introduced a similar bill, H.R. 7198. 

(H.R. 7198 follows :) 


[H.R. 7198, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the construction of waste disposal facilities to reduce the pollution 
of the Potomac River from storm water overflows, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That, in accordance with the conclu- 
sions and recommendations of the conference held February 13, 1958, under 
the enforcement provisions of section 8 of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C, 466g), the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
is authorized and directed to construct, maintain, and operate such remedial 
facilities as may be necessary to reduce pollution of the Potomac River from 
storm water overflows. 

Sec. 2. The remedial facilities authorized by the first section of this Act shall 
be constructed with a sufficient capacity to service communities in Maryland 
and Virginia adjoining the District of Columbia in order to prevent future pollu- 
tion of the waters of the Potomac River by such communities, on condition, how- 
ever, that such communities shall agree to pay to the Board of Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia a reasonable and equitable amount for the use of such 
facilities. Amounts so paid under this section shall be deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States to the credit of the District of Columbia sewage works 
funds to be used for the construction, maintenance, and operation of waste collec- 
tion and disposal facilities. 

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated $75,000,000 to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 
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Mr. Buiarntx. The purpose of this legislation is to assist the District _ 
of Columbia to carry out its responsibilities under the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. Under the enforcement provisions of that act, 
which originated in this subcommittee, it has been recommended that 
the District of Columbia, in order to reduce pollution of the Potomac 
River (Washington metropolitan area) from storm water overflows 
put into effect plan C (except the Rock Creek interceptor) as pro- 
a by the Board of Engineers in its “Report to District of Columbia 

epartment of Sanitary Engineering Improvements to Sewage Sys. 
tem” dated February 28, 1957. It was recommended that these facil- 
ities be completed by the end of 1966 and that appropriate financial 
arrangements be made to accomplish this. 

The purpose of these hearings is to determine just exactly what 
those “appropriate financial arrangements” are and how the Congress 
can assist the District of Columbia in making these arrangements and 
completing the work required under the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act by the end of 1966. 

The plan known as project C is primarily a system of large inter- 
cepting sewers which must be constructed along the left bank of the 
Potomac River from the District line above Chain Bridge to the Blue 
Plains sewage treatment plant, together with similar sewers alo 
the left bank of the Anacostia River from the vicinity of 21st and 
Street NE., to a point of connection with the aforesaid line along the 
Potomac. In addition, project C contemplates the reinforcement of 
the Rock Creek main interceptor sewer and the separation of certain 
selected areas within the District of Columbia from the combined 
system of sewers to a separate system of sewers. 

The total cost of this project is approximately $75 million, not in- 
cluding the cost of sewer separation. Approximately $5 million has 
been expended to date, leaving a remaining cost to the District of 
Columbia of $70 million between now and the end of 1966. 

When completed, this project would remove all sewage flows now | 
entering the Potomac between the District of Columbia line above 
Chain Bridge and a point below Key Bridge near Potomac Street. 
In the portion of the Potomac between this point and Blue Plains and 
in the Anacostia River, this project would remove up to 75 percent 
of the untreated sewage now reaching these waterways as a result of 
the operation of the combined sewage eg of the District of Colum- 
bia through storm water overflows. is system would likewise pro- 
vide carrying capacity for substantial flows of untreated sewage 
generated in the areas of Maryland and Fairfax County, Va., which 
are, or in the future will be, discharged to the District of Columbia 
sewage system for treatment and disposal at Blue Plains. 

According to the Board of Engineers in its report on project (, it 
would— 


clean the upper Potomac River above Georgetown so that it could be used for | 


swimming, if adequate abatement of pollution is provided outside the District 
and also for other recreation upstream of Key Bridge. 
The recent announcement that an interceptor sewage system will be 
constructed from the Chantilly Airport to the District of Columbia 
sewer system gives us a real hope that such adequate abatement will 
be provided outside the District. This still leaves, however, the | 
problem of storm water overflows which contribute so greatly to the. 
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extent of pollution in the Washington metropolitan area. To solve 
this aspect of the problem is the purpose of the legislation before us. 

With the completion of the Chantilly pipe and project C adequate 
sewage abatement and control will be realized from the Chantilly 
Airport through Fairfax, Loudoun, Arlington, and Prince William 
Counties in Virginia, Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties in 
Maryland, and the District of Columbia itself. We are on the thresh- 
old of realizing the first substantial cleanup of the Potomac River in 
this area by the enactment of the legislation before us coupled with 
the construction of the Chantilly line. I hope we do not let this 
opportunity pass by because of inaction. 

Before we begin with the first witness, Mr. Foley, I would like to 
say for the record we have quite a few more witnesses than we ex- 

ted, who appear on our list. They are very pleasant and bright- 
looking witnesses. 

Would you identify them for the committee and for the record, 

lease ? 
f Mr. Fotry. Mr. Chairman, I am most pleased and proud to present 
to the members of the subcommittee highly representative members 
of my district, members of the Kensington Junior High School, who 
make up the great body of our interested citizens attending the hear- 
ing this morning. It is my great honor to see them here and I am 
going to meet with them, and discuss matters of state with them later 
today. 

However, at this time I merely want to identify them as coming 
from my town and my district, Kensington Junior High School. 

Mr. Buarnrk. Our first witness is Hon. Richard E. Lankford. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr, Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I want to thank you for giving me this opportunity to appear before 
this subcommittee this morning on behalf of H.R. 7196. In particu- 
lar, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your granting my request to sched- 
ule hearings on this bill, which is identical to bills introduced by 
Congressman Foley, Congressman Broyhill, and_yourself. 

As you will recall, we introduced our bills in May 1959. So im- 

rtant did we consider these measures that we all addressed the 

ouse on the urgency of taking prompt action to provide for an 
orderly cleanup of the Potomac River. 

It became necessary, on March 30, 1960, for me to direct inquiries 
to Commissioner McLaughlin, president of the District of Columbia 
Board of Commissioners, and to Secretary Flemming of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, concerning the status of 


_ Teports requested on H.R. 7196. I was advised by both agencies that 


each had completed its report and submitted it to the Bureau of the 
Budget last fall. Upon receipt of the agency replies, I wrote to 
Maurice H. Stans, Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and urged 
that the Bureau expedite the agency reports on this measure. To 
this date I have not received an acknowledgment of my letter. 

I would like to add parenthetically here just before I came down to 
this committee room my administrative assistant received a telephone 
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call from the Bureau of the Budget, and they expressed then their 
great interest in this matter. 

It was at this point, Mr. Chairman, that I advised you of the 
situation and requested that the hearings being held today proceed 
without Bureau of the Budget clearance, if necessary. As the chair. 
man indicated in his release of April 28, Congress has clear respon- 
sibility, where the Potomac River is concerned, to take legislative 
action, with or without the cooperation of the administration. 

Since April 28, when today’s hearing was scheduled, I note very | 
favorable action has at long last taken place concerning the Potomac 
River. I am referring, of course, to the White House plan to k 
sewage out of the river above Washington in connection with the 
opening of Dulles Airport. It is my firm belief that the administra- 
tion-proposed Chantilly sewer system will be complementary to the. 


proposed system contemplated in our bills introduced last May. I 


will discuss this at greater length in a moment. 


Although I know that the necessity for taking prompt action on _ 


H.R. 7196 and the clear, overriding responsibility that exists is self- 
evident to you, Mr. Chairman, and to the members of your subcom- 
mittee, I think it important once again to review the situation that 
now exists. 

The District of Columbia is now under a Federal directive, issued 


in perenes of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, to abate. 
pol 


ution in this area by 1966. Several conferences have been held in 
recent years under the provisions of the Water Pollution Control Aet 
and have clearly established that until the Potomac River reaches the 
Metropolitan Washington area it is a relatively clean stream. A 
second session of the conference that was held in 1958 stated that the 
major source of pollution in the Metropolitan Washington area is 
the District of Columbia and directed that certain remedial actions 
be taken. The storm water overflow sewerage system contemplated 


in H.R. 7196 is one of these remedial actions recommended by the | 


1958 conference. The conference established that storm water over- 
flows are a major cause of nuisance conditions along the Potomac 
River and in so doing commented as follows: 


The several areas of nuisance constitute the major factor that has focused 
the public’s attention on the pollution problem, and has engendered such an 
insistent demand for cleaning up the Potomac River. The floating sewage 
solids affront the sight, and the sewage sludge deposits cause odors offensive 
to the sense of smell. There are literally thousands who can attest to the fact 
that localized nuisances have caused sections of the Potomac in the Washington 
area to be extremely objectionable. Equally certain is the fact that, no matter 
what sewage treatment is provided at existing plant sites, the public will not 
accept the Potomac as a clean river until the raw sewage overflow nuisances 
are eliminated. 


Construction of the storm water overflow lines contemplated by 


legislation now pending before the committee would reduce the dis- 
charge of raw sewage in the metropolitan area by 75 pervert At 


present, approximately half a billion gallons of such waste are 
dumped in the Potomac in this area each year, creating an intolerable 
situation. This, plus the fact that construction of this project by 
1966 is specifically required by the Federal Enforcement Act of 1958, 
calls for immediate action by the Congress in this session. 

Now a further word about the administration-proposed Chantilly 


sewer system, as I understand it thus far. In my opinion, the Chan- — 
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tilly sewer system would take care of the flow from Chantilly 
through the District of Columbia to Blue Plains for treatment. The 
Chantilly sewer would begin at Dulles Airport and come down to the 
District line at Chain Bridge. The enactment of legislation pend- 
ing before the committee today would take care of the system from 
Chain Bridge to the opposite end of Washington, at Blue Plains. 
The overflow system contemplated in this legislation will provide an 
outlet for the Chantilly sewer, and this entire storm water overflow 
system will be the principal metropolitan area disposal system. Ca- 

acity will be provided for the use of Anacostia, Rock Creek and 

abin John watersheds. In addition, the Seneca, Muddy Branch 
and Watts Branch watersheds can be brought into the overflow sys- 
tem contemplated in this legislation. 

Iam well aware, Mr. Chairman, that the major issue to be decided 
by the committee is the proper share of the cost to be borne by the 

ederal Government. This is not an instance where the Federal 
Government can state, as the President did in his veto message on 
H.R. 3610, that this is primarily a local responsibility; for it has been 
conclusively established that the major source of pollution in the 
Potomac River comes from the District of Columbia. 

In recent years there have been scores of discussions, surveys and 
studies by the executive and legislative branches of the Government. 
Further, the vast majority of the States have authorized comprehen- 
sive studies of the water resources within their jurisdictions. Un- 
fortunately, there has been far too little action. It has been due 
solely to your efforts, Mr. Chairman, and the efforts of your subeom- 
mittee, that the country has at long last become fully aware of and 
alerted to the acute crisis being created by a diminishing of our water 
resources. Too little atention has been devoted heretofore to the 
all-important need of planning for the conservation of the cleanliness 
of the water we must use. In recent years, pollution of our water 
resources has become a principal factor in the water resources prob- 
lem and in the not too distant future it will become the major factor. 
It is not enough to have the right quantity of water; the water must 
also be of the right quality. We must practice water quality con- 
servation by means of effective pollution control. This will permit 
the repeated reuse of the same water as it flows past each downstream 
city, industry, farm and recreation area. More “new” water can be 
made available through control of pollution than by any other means. 

My own Fifth Congressional District of Maryland has a large 
stake in the passage of this legislation. On April 1, 1930, Prince 
Georges County had a population of 60,095. On April 1, 1960, the 
forecast was 375,000, and i July 1, 1965, the population estimate is 
460,000 people. These people must be furnished homes, must be pro- 
vided services, in order to accommodate their needs. New homes will 
require adequate sewage disposal if the health of all is not to be 
dangerously imperiled. Today’s population is far more spread out. 
and occupies more net space per capita. Single-family homes have 
superseded the row houses of our grandfathers’ time. The course of 
residential development has bypassed much vacant land for business 
reasons. QOur pattern then today is less contiguous than it was even 
10 years ago and it is for this reason that considerably more difficulty 
is experienced in providing water, sanitary sewers and transporta- 
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tion services. Failure to provide adequate sewage treatment fa. 


cilities and to take steps now to bring about the construction of such 
facilities could well be disastrous to all of southern Maryland border. 
ing on the Potomac River. 

might say that this goes just was well for Mr. Broyhill’s district 
on the other side of the river. 

The economic effect upon our fine beach resorts and the tourist trade 
in lower southern Maryland would be catastrophic and would be 
brought about largely by the negligence of the Federal Government, 
I am absolutely confident that Congress will not sit back and see this 
tragedy come to pass. 

As it has been said many times, the Potomac River is one of our 
most famous, one of our most scenic and one of our most important 
rivers. It is, unfortunately, one of the most polluted, one of the most 
neglected, and one of the lest devloped. I feel most sincerely that 


all of us in Congress want to see the Potomac become a regional rec- — 


reational facility and a river of national significance, for I think the 
Potomac flowing through the Nation’s Capital today is clearly one of 
our Nation’s greatest disgraces. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to appear. I wish 
once again to commend you for your outstanding leadership in the na- 
tionwide pollution fight and for your deep and continued interest in 


the problems created by Potomac River pollution. I call upon the | 


committee to consider this legislation as a matter of top priority and 
to take early action in order that we may take advantage of aroused 
public opinion and a significant change in the attitude of the adminis- 
tration to take the steps today that will earn the undying gratitude 
of all the residents of the Washington metropolitan area in the years 
ahead. 

Mr. Chairman, if there are any questions that the committee has, I 
would be happy to try to answer them. 

Mr. Buatnik. I want to commend the gentleman for a very precise 
and comprehensive statement of this problem. The Chair appreciates 
the very fine references made to the subcommittee in this area of water 
pollution control. 

Are there any questions to my right or left ? 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatnix. Mr. Auchincloss. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I, too, want to commend the gentleman for a 
very lucid statement, and a very good statement. There is just one 
little question I would like to ask. 

Under section 2, as I understand it, you state here on line 6: 


However, that such communities shall agree to pay to the Board of Com- 


missioners of the District of Columbia a reasonable and equitable amount for — 


the use of such facilities. 
Mr. Lanxrorp. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Avcutncross. How is that equitable amount to be determined! 


By negotiation between the parties at interest? It has been my ob- 
servation and experience in matters of this kind that frequently the 
communities cannot get together on the price. It seems to me It 
might strengthen the bill if it were clearly designated that a commis- 
sion of three selected by each party, and they selecting a third, shall 


determine what a fair price is, and a fair payment is, and that would | 


be final. 
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Mr. Lanxrorp. Mr. Auchincloss, I have no pride of authorship, sir, 
Any change in the language which would strengthen the bill, or help 
its passage, 1s begin acceptable to me, sir. enh 

My own fee ing in the matter is it seems to me that the District of 
Columbia Commissioners sort of have the whip hand because they 
would have the goods to sell and the— . wy 

Mr. Aventncioss. Do you not think there is some merit in the 


tion ? 

a i Lankrorp. Yes, sir, I do; and as I say, I have no pride of 
authorship at all in it. 

Mr. Avcurncioss. I think we can work something out on it. 

Mr. Lankrorp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you very much, Mr. Lankford. 

Our next witness is Congresman John R. Foley, Member of Con- 
gress from Maryland. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN R. FOLEY, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Fouey. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportunity 
to make this statement in support of H.R. 7197 and companion bills 
introduced May 18, 1959. This bill authorizes the construction of 
waste disposal facilities to reduce the pollution of the Potomac River 
from storm water overflows. Further, it calls for an authorization 
of $75 million to carry out its purposes. In essence, it is legislative 
support for the conclusions and recommendations emanating from the 
conference in the matter of pollution of interstate waters—Potomac 
River-Washington metropolitan area held on February 13, 1958. 

Many thousands of words have been written and spoken about our 
beautiful but polluted Potomac. At this point it seems almost 
redundant to describe the condition of the river and the pressing need 
for immediate action to remedy a very bad and sad situation, indeed. 
A report issued 6 years ago by the Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin on Water Pollution in the Metropolitan Area 
contained this very graphic description : 

In summer and fall when low flows prevail sewage entering the river from 
Washington, Arlington, Alexandria, and other parts of the metropolitan area 
is not carried away downstream. It stays right here. The Potomac has become 
a natural sewage lagoon. 

Until about 1930, thanks to the size of the river relative to the quantity of 
sewage discharged, this condition was tolerable. The transition from lake to 
sewage lagoon—from reasonable use to unreasonable abuse of the river—has 
accompanied the population growth of Washington and its suburbs. 

Today, in times of low flow, sewage drifts back and forth on and below the 
surface; it decomposes, gives off foul gases, and piles up on the river bottom. 
At such times the Potomac in the Washington metropolitan area is essentially 


a sewage lagoon, approaching conditions in a cesspool. 


Unfortunately, much the same situation still prevails. 

On July 31, 1959, Allen T. Wastler, senior assistant sanitary engi- 
heer commissioner, U.S. Public Health Service, reported as follows 
on his studies to the Advisory Group for the Potomac River Basin: 

The results of these studies presented a picture of widespread pollution from 
many sources. In addition to domestic sewage, the Potomac and its major 


tributaries receive waste from canneries, papermills, tanneries, sand-washing 
and glass plants, and other types of industries. Many of these wastes are not 
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treated. While areas of intense pollution were limited, due to tne extremely | 
fine self-purification characteristics of most of the streams, some pollution wag | 
present all along the river. Nowhere did we find the Potomac to be of drinking 
water quality. The same is true of virtually all of its tributaries; even the 
famed Shenandoah is not drinkable at its mouth Only the upper reaches of 
the south branch of the Potomac River were found to be drinkable without 
treatment. 

There is a significant difference, however, in terms of the recogni- 
tion of the problem and the fact that we have the legislative weapon 
ready and available to proceed with a full-scale attack upon pollution 
in the Potomac. In conceiving, drafting, and guiding legislation 
through the Congress, the gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Blatnik, 
has by his leadership in sponsoring what is now known as Public Law 
660, provided the wherewithal for concrete Federal recognition and 
a, of pollution-control problems. 

ursuant to Public Law 660, the conference concluded as its prime 
recommendation : 

6. That the District of Columbia, in order to reduce pollution of the Potomae 
River (Washington metropolitan area) from storm water overflows put into 
effect plan C (except the Rock Creek interceptor) as proposed by the Board of 
Engineers in its “Report to District of Columbia Department of Sanitary Engi- 
neering on Improvements to Sewerage Systems” dated February 28, 1957; and 
that the construction of these remedial facilities be completed by the end of 
1966; and appropriate financial arrangements be made to accomplish this. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, H.R. 7197 would ' 

rovide the financing for the implementation and completion of 
Project C as referred to previously. The Director of Sanitary Engi- 
neering for the District of Columbia has advised me that he is pre- 
yared to break ground about 1 month hence in the general area of 
onaasile Island as the first step in the actual implementation of the 

roject. The dynamics of the pollution problem are such that the 
district government has initiated the work by allocating $3,340,000 
from its revenues in order to move quickly in its race against. time. 
This program will materially reduce overflows of mixtures of sewage 
and storm water from the combined portions of the system. At pres- | 
ent when rain falls, the many combined sewers become overloaded 
and sewage-bearing water reaches the Potomac without any treatment 
whatsoever. I am certain Mr. David Auld, District Engineer, will 
have more to say on this score. 

The greatest pollution load and consequently the greatest need im 
the entire Potomac basin is in the Nation’s Capital itself. Since the 
Potomac is the Nation’s river occupying so great a proportion of the 
metropolitan area; the Federal Government has an obligation to 
contribute to cleaning it as have the jurisdictions in the suburbs 
and the District of Columbia government. The implementation of 
Project C will go a long way toward accomplishing the desired end 
result. of all of our efforts in this particular area—a solution to pollu- 
tion of the Potomac. In so doing we in the Congress through the | 
use and application of Public Law 600 can set a valuable example for 
States, municipalities, and industries also plagued with pollution 
problems. 

It should be recalled that in August 1957, under the enforcement 
provisions of Public Law 660, the U.S. Public Health Service called 
a conference of pollution control and public health officials of Mary- 
land, Virginia, the District of Columbia, and the Interstate Commis: | 
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ly sion on the Potomac River Basin. The Public Health Service defi- 
’% | nitely established that detrimental water pollution conditions existed 
re in the Washington area of the Potomac. The officials of the jurisdic- 
of tions involved were notified that these conditions should be corrected. 
rat Thus by enacting H.R. 7197, the Congress will take a first step to 

prevent one of its agencies, the U.S. Public Health Service, from cit- 
ni: ing its constitutional charge, the District of Columbia, for violating 
on Public Law 660. In simple words, by its inaction in Potomac pollu- 
on tion, Congress has produced the paradoxical problem of citing itself 
on for violating its own Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956. 


ik, Adoption of H.R. 7197 will correct and remove this paradoxical 

situation. 

nd Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this subcommittee, for 
the privilege of appearing here. 

me Mr. Biarnik. I thank the gentleman for a very effective statement. 
Are there any questions ¢ 

- Mr. Scuwence.. Mr. Chairman, I would like to raise a question. 

nto Mr. Buarnik. Mr. Schwengel. 

of Mr. Scuwence. First I would like to say I agree with the chair- 


is man that Mr. Foley did make a very fine statement in behalf of his 

of interest in this project. 1 do think that the testimony ought to show 
something about the total cost of this project. 

ld As I understand it, this bill calls for an authorization of $75 mil- 

of lion. I would like to ask Mr, Foley if he knows what is going to be 

gi- the total cost, or will there be additional costs and expenditures re- 

re. quired of the Federal Government 


af Mr. Fotry. I want to thank the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Schwen- 
the el, for raising that question. This problem of pollution in the 
the otomac has been studied and restudied, buried and reburied for a 


yg number of years, until by the force of time and circumstances we 
ne. rive at this date, May 11, with the first ee! to correct it. This 1 
would like to point out to the chairman and members of this sub- 
committee. Plan C is the third alternative which the engineers rec- 
ommended for a solution or even a partial solution to this program. 
ent his is the least costly of all the three proposals brought forward. 
vill I am sure experts will appear before the subcommittee later this 
morning and go into the fiscal aspects, but the other two alternatives, 
in Aand B, range in the many hundred millions of dollars as corrective 
the proposals. This $75 million which, as it says, is an interceptor pro- 
the posal, would be the least costly. Whether or not the gross overall 
to Ultimate expenditure or investment by the Federal Government will 
rps be many millions of dollars is something only the future can foretell, 
of but I can say this in answer very succinctly: This approach to the 
end Congress was adopted as the least costly and the most immediate 
llu. practical solution to relieving some aspects of the pollution prob- 
the em. 


for , Mr. Scuwencer. But it is true the adoption of this plan will call 
ion for more Federal expenditures ? 


Mr. Fotry. You mean in the future? 
rent Mr. Scuwencer. In the future. 
led _ Mr. Fotry. I would say Plan C stands on its own feet as a separate 
uy: proposal limited by the best expert estimate of about $75 million. In 
nis other words, to turn it around, the Congress in adopting this pro- 
posal and rejecting the other two Plans A and B, would find overall 
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it would be investing only $75 million in attempting to alleviate this 
pollution problem. 

Mr. Buarnix. We will have more engineering and fiscal figures and 
details later from representatives of the District of Columbia Goy.- 
ernment. 

Mr. Scuwencet. All right. 

I would like to ask the Congressman just this question: Are we, 
with the adoption of this legislation, doing something for the people 
in this particular area that we are not, or are not willing to do, or 
the people in other parts of the United States, in dealing with this 
pollution problem ? 

Mr. Fotrey. Mr. Schwengel, my answer would have to be speculative 
in nature in a sense, because Public Law 660 provides a very fine and 
effective tool to help all localities throughout the country. 

I will say this: We sit today as the representative local community 
government for the District of Columbia. We sit today as the city 


council in a sense, or the public works city council, as a committee | 


for the District of Columbia. We are seeking by this means under 
Public Law 660, and these proposals, to do for the District of Columbia 
what all other communities, municipalities, and State and local sub- 
divisions can do throughout the country under the same law. 

In closing on this point, I will say what we are doing is not pre- 
cluding any other communities throughout the country from doing 
the same thing, but we are just doing it for ourselves, that is, we 
residents of the District of Columbia. 

Insofar as the experts we have indicated, this is the practical ap- 
paresis at this time. Of course, the amount of money is measured 

y the cost of the actual installation that we are seeking to effect, but 
IT am sure that the action by the Congress is not in any way inhibiting 
or precluding any other community under Public Law 660 from com- 
ing in and asking for assistance under the terms of that law to meet 
its local problems. 

Mr. Buiarnik. I thank the gentleman very much. 

The next witness is Congressman Joel Broyhill from the neighbor. | 
ing State across the river, Virginia. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Broyumu. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact, as you have al- 
ready stated, that there are many witnesses here to testify, and in view 
of the fact that my colleagues who have preceded me made such ex- 
cellent statements in support of this legislation, and in order to avoid 
repetition, I should like to submit my statement for the record and 
just hit a couple of high spots rather briefl 


Mr. Buarnrx. The Chair appreciates that and the entire prepared 


statement of Congressman Broyhill will appear in the record. 
(The prepared statement of Congressman Broyhill is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. T. A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA, IN Support OF LEGISLATION DeEsIGNED To ABATE 
POLLUTION OF THE POTOMAC RIVER 


Mr. Chairman, I appear before this committee to support the various bills 


under consideration, including my own bill, H.R. 7199, which have been intro | 
duced for the purpose of correcting a disgraceful situation. This situation, a8. 


’ 
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all who have eyes to see and reasonably sensitive nostrils are aware, concerns 
the badly polluted waters of the Potomac River—our “Beautiful Potomac,” as 
refer to it. 

par cae proposed would authorize the Board of Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to construct and operate remedial sanitary facilities aimed 
at reducing the pollution of the Potomac River. This would be directed at 
eliminating storm overflows now so prevalant throughout a considerable area 
of the city of Washington. The capacity of the corrective facilities to be con- 
structed is to be sufficient to service neighboring communities of Maryland and 
Virginia. It is provided also that the latter communities contribute an equitable 
sum for these services to the credit of the District of Columbia sewage works 
funds which would be utilized for construction, maintenance, and operation of 
waste collection and disposal facilities. . 

The proposed legislation contemplates a total expenditure of $75 million, but 
by far the larger portion of this sum can be supplied out of funds already 
available or to be available during the period of construction, including con- 
templated revenues from the sewage system, as will be brought out in these 
hearings by those who are closest to the problem. Alternative methods will no 
doubt be proposed for supplying the balance that cannot be met through these 
means, but I wish to state that the Federal responsibility in this problem cer- 
tainly justifies an outright grant for at least some of this difference. Many 
miles of the Potomac River shoreline is owned and utilized by the Federal 
Government. 

The District of Columbia’s combined storm and sanitary sewer system which 
serves much of the center and northwest section of Washington is a relic of a 
bygone era. It was designed in 1888 to serve a smaller community and to meet 
very much lower standards than are deemed necessary today. Many portions 
of it are decrepit and in bad condition. While it may have met the less con- 
plicated needs of the quiet residential town of nearly three-quarters of a cen- 
tury ago it has created a situation which has become serious and further com- 
plicates an already complex problem of water pollution in the metropolitan area 
of Washington. 

No modern city can longer tolerate a combined sewer system such as this one 
which serves 40 percent of the area of the District. During periods of only 
moderate rainfall, surface flow and domestic wastes are mixed together, and 
when the flow is too great the sanitary sewers overflow and raw sewage is 
permitted to flow untreated into the Potomac. 

After heavy rainstorms the ancient sewage system of the central part of the 
city is so overtaxed that about one-half of the domestic wastes of the city over- 
flow the sanitary sewers and, mixed with storm waters at about 80 different 
points throughout the city, reach the river unprocessed. What this does to the 
river in the metropolitan area and for many miles downstream is a national 
disgrace. 

Use of the river for any purpose is at the very least unpleasant and intimate 
contact with the water as in swimming is undertaken only at an actual risk of 
contracting disease. The beautiful Potomac of George Washington’s day, of 
song and romantic tales, has changed. Today it is referred to by such less 
savory names of “the Nation’s dirtiest river,” “one of the most neglected, and 
one of the most undeveloped rivers,” “the most polluted river west of the Nile,” 
“a flowing sewer,” ‘“‘a mobile cesspool,” “a continual eyesore in the Nation’s 
Capital,” and many other opprobrious designations. These epithets are known 
and recognized throughout the country. They, and the condition which evokes 
them, are noted and discussed in many public places. One such recent occasion 
was during the proceedings of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress. Ina 
hearing held by that organization’s special committee dealing with water use 
and pollution abatement the comment was made that “regardless of whether we 
come from the corners of the Nation, we ought to support any move to abate 
the pollution of this river that flows through the Nation’s Capital.” It is 
the pollution of this river that flows through the Nation’s Capital.” It is 
nothing short of scandalous that such a condition can exist and be allowed to 
continue unabated. 

The recent completion of expanded sewage treatment facilities at Blue Plains 
was a giant step forward in the right direction. It does not, however, attack 
the problem of the combined sewers. 

The solution proposed in these bills is essentially that which has been desig- 
nated “project C” by a consulting engineer group which conducted a recent 
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study of the water pollution problems of the metropolitan area. This project 
has the approval of the District of Columbia Sanitary Engineering Department, 
In substance it provides for a system of interceptor sewerlines extending along 
the shore of the Potomac from Rock Creek through East Potomac Park to Hains 
Point, then under the Anacostia River to the sewage treatmwent plant at Blue 
Plains. 

This system of interceptors would collect and contain most of the raw sewage 
from the northwest section of the city which in rainy weather now goes un- 
treated into the Potomac. The District of Columbia Sanitary Engineering De 
partment says that completion of the facilities authorized in the bill would mean 
that in dry weather less than one-quarter of 1 percent of the untreated domes. 
tic sewage of half of the city would overflow into the river. 

The proposed legislature further provides that nearby communities may con- 
nect with this system, and their sewage be processed at the District’s Blue 
Plains plant. This is conditioned upon those communities bearing a proper 
share of the costs of such processing. The bill also stipulates that the intercep- 
tor system be constructed to sufficient capacity as to permit the handling of sew- 
age from other entities of the metropolitan area. 

Previous legislation has established a District of Columbia sewage works 
fund. Payments made under this legislation are to be paid into that fund and 
be used for construction, maintenance, and operation of waste collection and 
disposal facilities to take care of future growth of the metropoitan area. | 
believe that approval of this legislation would be an important step in the orderly 
and comprehensive program to combat an unpleasant as well as dangerous water 
pollution situation. 

Passage of this legislation and the subsequent construction of the interceptor 
Sewers will prevent something which would be most embarrassing to the city 
fathers, to the citizens of Washington, and to the Congress, which after all 
has the primary responsibility in this respect. This would be the possible cita- 
tion, under the Federal Anti-Pollution Act, of the Nation’s Capital for creating 
a water pollution situation which does not meet the standards established by 
the Public Health Service. This would be most unfortunate. 

The District of Columbia Sanitary Engineering Department has outlined a 
long-term program which will provide the metropolitan area with an efficient 
system of sewage disposal. They have taken several steps such as the Blue 
Plains expansion, and improvement is in sight. This legislation will provide the 
funds for another step in the program, a fundamental step which will correct a 
flagrant condition. I ask your full support for this legislation. 


Mr. Briatrnik. Will you make any precise observations you wish to, 
to complement your statement ¢ 

Mr. Broyniny. I should like to take advantage of this time, Mr. 
Chairman, to state that the people of this area, and certainly the 
people of my district, are most grateful to you for the keen interest 
and concern which you have expressed about this pollution problem 
of our Washington metropolitan area. 

There are two matters of fact that exist here that I do not think are 
debatable at all. I think we should recognize the existence of these 
facts and then act accordingly. 

First of all, we know that this beautiful Potomac, which is part of 
the scenic beauty of our Nation’s Capital, is in a disgraceful state in- 
sofar as pollution is concerned. In my statement, my prepared state- 
ment, I made references to several things that have been stated about 
the Potomac—a mobile cesspool and the dirtiest river basin west of 
the Nile, and many statements of that order which are representa- 
tive of the statements that have been made for a long time. We can- 
not turn up our nose at that situation. If we turned up our nose we 
would have to hold it. 

It is in a disgraceful state and is polluted, and something has to 
be done about it. 
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There are going to be several experts and engineers who will further 
attest to this statement of fact. 

Secondly, in regard to the question that Mr. Schwengel asked of Mr. 
Foley, this is our Nation’s Capital. That is a fact. The Congress has 
a responsibility and this is so stated in the Constitution of the United 
States, that we have exclusive legislative authority in all cases what- 
soever over this Federal city. We are the principal industry and the 
only industry in this area of any great consequence. We own 50 
percent of the property in the Nation’s Capital. 

So we do have a responsibility to the Nation’s Capital as the legis- 
lative body of this Federal city, and also by virtue of being the prin- 
cipal industry. Therefore, we must do something to help to arrive at 
a solution to an obvious, existing problem. 

The chairman stated in his statement—and I don’t think you cov- 
ered it in your opening remarks, but you did state that what we are 
trying to do in these hearings is to determine just exactly what those 
appropriate financial arrangements are. That is my understanding 
of the purpose of these hearings. You want to ignore the fact of deter- 
mining whether we have a Federal obligation, or whether there is a 
disgraceful situation, but what we want to determine here is what 
can be done to correct this situation. 

This legislation you have before you is merely a suggested ap- 

roach to the solution. It authorizes an appropriation of $75 million. 
t might be determined in further hearings and investigation that 
we do not need this $75 million. A large portion of that can be worked 
out in the regular financial program of the District of Columbia, 
perhaps. It might be determined a loan by the Treasury may be all 
that is necessary. 

But whatever the necessary arrangements are, the Congress has to 
fact it and do something about it. If we feel that the community 
should do more, let. us say so. We cannot sit back and say, “The com- 
munity is not doing their share, so we, Congress, will not do our share.” 
We have to take the leadership in this respect, and whatever the Fed- 
eral obligations are we heal make that determination and come 
up with it. 

I believe that this bill can be amended in several respects, and if 
a compromise is necessary I will certainly be willing to go along with 
it. 

Mr. Auchincloss asked a question a moment ago about the matter of 
determining rates. I don’t see any great difficulty in the problem in 
that regard. As the chairman knows, many of our communities in this 
area are using water out of the District of Columbia Reservoir at 
Dalecarlia. The rates are set from time to time, and they are con- 
trolled rates, so we have no problem in that respect. I can certainly 
make this statement categorically: The State of Virginia and the 
people of Virginia do not want a Federal handout insofar as taking 
care of their pollution problem is concerned. They are willing to do 
it for themselves, but insofar as capital improvements are concerned, 
we believed they want and need several millions of dollars to bring 
the situation up to date. We are willing to pay our share of whatever 
costs there are, and to pay equitable rates for any discharge of floods 
we might be dumping into the District of Columbia system. 
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We are not dumping any sewage into it at this particular moment: { 
but if we do it in the future we certainly expect to pay our propor- _ 
tionate share. 

Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Foley stated very appropriately and very 
effectively at the close of his statement, we need to set an example 
here for the rest of the Nation to follow. I think our program here 
could be a guide for the rest of the country to follow. We are the 
Federal city council, and the State legislature here. 

Certainly I think whatever we do here to clean up a very disgraceful 
situation might be an encouragement to some of the communities 
throughout this great Nation of ours. 

That is all I have to say. I did not expect to take all this time. 

Mr. Buarntk. Not at all. The gentlemen have been very effective | 
leaders in the battle to clean up the Potomac, and I congratulate the 
three Congressmen from this area for their joint effort. Potomac 
pollution is certainly a very serious situation, as is water pollution | 
throughout the country. We must clean out these polluted rivers, and 
z — the first place to set the example is right here in the Nation’s 

apital. ( 

Mr. Doorey. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biatrnirx. Mr. Dooley. 

Mr. Dootry. First I want to commend the witness on a very intel- 
ligent and provocative statement, but I do want to ask him about the 
cost involved—$75 million. I know personally of five plants built ( 
recently at a cost of $30 million, serving an area of half a million 
people and more. There have been great improvements, I under- 
stand, in the construction of waste disposal plants, and reduction in 
costs. ( 

I wonder whether the $75 million can be validated or not. 

Mr. Broyutm. If I may say so, the main purpose of the construction 
which is involved in this cost is replacement of sewage systems. As 
I stated a moment ago, I do not have the latest rye figuresin | | 
this regard, but I understand a large portion of that $75 million can 
be financed through regular District of Columbia construction pro- 

rams. 
. Mr. Buarnix. Further engineering and financing details will be 
given by representatives of the District of Columbia later in the 1 
hearings. 

Mr. Scuwencew. I would like to say a word in behalf of my Con- é 
gressman. I happen to live in this Congressman’s district. I want 1 
to say to the committee he is a good and a great Congressman and he! 
is a fine leader. If I were the people of his district I would want to! 

( 


vote for him forever. 

He says he is grateful for what this committee has done for this area 
and for this opportunity to appear. I want to say to him and to the 
committee, and to all of the people in this area, that they ought to be . 
grateful—they ought to be very grateful—because my study indicates 
that the people you represent and the people in this area get more bene- 
fit. out of the tax dollar at the Federal level than any other people or —¢ 
community in this whole United States. That does not mean that I ‘ 
agree with you—the gentleman knows I do not—and again I say I 
want to cooperate in any reasonable program to help with your pollu 
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tion problem. It is a very real problem. But I do think we ought to 
make sure that the people here are doing all they can themselves. 

The gentleman said we sit here as a city council. It is true, and 
I think this is a national disgrace—why should we be hired to work 
for the people who send us here and all of the people in the whole 
United States and then be required to sit as a city council. I think 
it is something so wasteful that we should do something about that. 
I hope this Congress will do something about it; and when we do, 
this city may have the opportunity to do something about their pollu- 
tion problems and other problems on its own. This is their right 
and obligation. 

I think the gentleman made a fine statement. He is a great Rep- 
resentative for his district. I do not agree with what he asking for 
for his district; but, brother, he sure is getting it for them. 

Mr. Dootey. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. ScuwENceL. Yes. 

Mr. Dootry. Is there much pollution above Great Falls at all? 

Mr. Brorum.. No. That is what we are trying to prevent—any 
discharge of sewage above Great Falls. There may be farther up- 
stream, beyond this metropolitan area. 

Mr. Dootry. But very little now ? 

Mr. Broynity. Very little now. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Biarnix. Most of it is in the metropolitan area. Is that 
correct 4 

Mr. Yes. 

May I respond to the statement of Congressman Schwengel ? 

I want to say I appreciate and I am very happy that he lives in my 
district, and I anticipate preparing his precinct. 

Mr. Buarnik. You will have full opportunity to express your ap- 
preciation in support of him. 

Mr. Broyuit.. People in my area want to pay their share. We feel 
there is a disagreement between what our share is and the Congress 
share is, but I do not feel we are coming here with hat in hand. If 
we can determine what our real proper share is, we will pay it. We 
are willing to do it. 

Mr. AvucuiNcioss. Do you know of any opposition to this legisla- 
tion 

Mr. Broyumu. I do not. I cannot anticipate, Mr. Auchincloss, 
any opposition to the legislation if the Members of Congress fully 
understand it. I would anticipate if they did not fully understand 
it they may think this is a program wherein the Federal Government 
is dong something for this area that they are not doing for the rest 
of the country, as Mr. Schwengel pointed out; but there is a differ- 
ent situation here. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnrk. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. I too, being a temporary resident of your district, 
want to congratulate you on a very fine statement. I too am con- 
cerned about this serious problem. What portion of this cost, of the 
$75 million—what portion of the total cost is that ? 

Mr. Broynitn. There again, Mr. Cramer, these figures have been 
revised since the legislation was introduced. I do not have the latest 
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information on that and I understand the Engineer Commissioner, 
General Welling, and Mr. Auld, will have a further refinement on it, ; 
There is a cost of $75 million involved, and I have nothing more on 
that. It is a question of how much Federal appropriation or loan we 
might need. It will not be $75 million, I am sure. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, as I gather from your statement, you 
acknowledge the responsibility of the local communities in this field, 
but the question is, What is the proper Federal responsibility as well! 

Mr. Broyuiti. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. And, of course, what is the appropriate legislation 
to carry out the actual work ? 

Mr. Broyuiti. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you. 

Mr. Broyuity. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Thank you. 

Our next witness is Mr. Murray Stein, Assistant Chief, Division of 
Water Supply and Pollution Control, Public Health Service, De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Stein is perhaps one of the best-informed men in the Govern- 
ment, not only on the local situation here, but on the whole national 
poem of water pollution. He has the confidence of the local and 

tate officials, and all who work for him. 

Mr. Stein, we look forward with special interest to your statement, 
which I am confident, as always, will be very sound, very substantial, 
and very persuasive. 


STATEMENT OF MURRAY STEIN, ASSISTANT CHIEF, DIVISION OF 
WATER SUPPLY AND POLLUTION CONTROL, PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Stern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Our report is in the form of a short letter to the chairman of the | 


House Committee on Public Works. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 10, 1960. 
Hon. CHARLES A, BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of May 19, 
1959, for a report on H.R. 7196, H.R. 7197, H.R. 7198, and H.R. 7199, identical 
bills to authorize the construction of waste disposal facilities to reduce the 
pollution of the Potomac River from storm water overflows, and for othe 
purposes. 

The bills would authorize and direct the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia to construct, maintain, and operate such remedial facilities as may 
be necessary to reduce pollution of the Potomac River from storm water over- 
flows. These facilities would also be available to service certain nearby Mary- 
land and Virginia communities on a reimbursable basis. The bills would 
authorize an appropriation of $75 million for these purposes. 

Under the interstate enforcement provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 466g), the Public Health Service held conferences (first 
step in the enforcement procedure) on August 22, 1957, and February 13, 1958, 
on the matter of pollution of the interstate waters of the Potomac River in- 
volving the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia. 

At the time of the conference the largest contributor to such pollution was 
the District of Columbia’s sewer system. This significant source discharged 
polluting wastes of two major kinds. The first was inadequately treated sew- 
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age processed at the District of Columbia’s Blue Plains sewage treatment 

plant ; and the second was the raw sewage carried into the Potomac River with 

storm water overflows. > 

The conferees agreed that until the Potomac River reaches the Washington 
metropolitan area it is a relatively clean stream. However, they stated that 
pollution caused by discharges from the District of Columbia (which includes 
sewage from Montgomery County delivered to the District’s sewer system ) $ 
Alexandria, Va.; Arlington County, Va.; and Fairfax County, Va., contribute 

ificantly to— 

- (a) Increased concentration of coliform organisms associated with 
human diseases which constitute a health hazard to recreational and com- 
mercial users of the river; 

(b) Deterioration of the water quality to the extent that severe sight 
and odor nuisances have been created (due to floating solids and sludge 
deposits) resulting in serious impairment of the river as a residential, 
sightseeing, and recreational area ; 

(c) Impairment of water quality so as to render the river unsuitable for 
game fish habitation. 

With a view to remedying the situation, the conferees established a time 
schedule for taking corrective action. Among the actions provided for in the 
schedule were for the District of Columbia: (1) to provide secondary treat- 
ment at its Blue Plains plant by 1958; and (2) by 1966 to complete construction 
proposed by plan C of the Board of Engineers’ “Report to the District of Colum- 
bia Department of Sanitary Engineering on Improvements to the Sewerage 
System” dated February 28, 1957, to reduce the pollution by raw sewage from 
storm-water overflows. 

The improvements to the Blue Plains plant contemplated are now virtually 
complete and in operation. There remains to be done, however, the work 
scheduled for control of the storm-water overflows before pollution of the Po- 
tomae River in the Washington metropolitan area is significantly reduced. The 
bills discussed in this report would permit accomplishment of this end. 

We strongly recommend that legislation to accomplish the objective of these 
bills be enacted. On the question of the appropriateness of the 100-percent 
Federal financing proposed by these bills, as compared to a method providing 
for an equitable sharing of costs as between the Federal Government and the 
District of Columbia, we assume that your committee is obtaining the views 
of the District of Columbia Government and the Federal agencies more directly 
concerned with this aspect of the matter. We hope, however, that any ques- 
tion on this score will be resolved promptly, so that this badly needed project 
may go forward. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 

Artuur Fremmrine, Secretary. 

Mr. Buarnrk. Thank you, Mr. Stein. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. Dootry. Mr. Stein, do you not think it would be equitable if 

the surrounding counties would contribute to the cost of this whole 

project by raising a bond issue? The District of Columbia and others 

are contributing factors. You mentioned Alexandria, and Prince 

Georges, and so on. 

Mr. Srein. Sir, as our role in this is the role of an enforcement 
agency, the waste sewage to be controlled here comes from the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. Dootry. And other sources. 

Mr. Srern. Our enforcement procedure is directed against these 
other sources too. However, when the District of Columbia builds 
this facility to control the discharges of its own sources, the District 
has in its leadership, people who are so enlightened that they realize 
their strategic geographical location and endeavor to be part of a 
master plan of sewage collection and treatment for this area. 


| 
lt, 
on 
we 
ou 
ld, 
on 
of 
nd 
nt, 
al, 
OF 
TH 
RE 
he | 
| 
19, 
cal 
the 
her 
of 
lay 
er- 
ry- 
ald 
ion 
rst 
58, 
in- 
vas 
zed 
| 


18 REDUCTION OF POLLUTION IN THE POTOMAC RIVER 


In recognition of this they are preparing to construct this project 
to take care of their own overflow, and yet make that available for 
other communities to connect with them, so that their wastes may be 
treated at the Blue Plains plant. 

Some of this sewage, as will be pointed out by Mr. Auld and the Dis. 
trict Commissioners, is coming in from Maryland now. The ordi- 
nary procedure that has worked in this area in the past is for the 
District to construct the plant and then arrange with the Maryland 
communities for a payment as they connect in. 

However, I want to emphasize that this work is needed for the 
District to control its own contribution to the Potomac River pollu- 
tion. 

Mr. Dootey. Thank you. 

I get the impression that because the District of Columbia is the 
principal offender and principally responsible, that other communities 
around here have been lagging in their activities in the way of build- 
ing dis 1 plants. 

Mr. Stern. Our other communities are coming along, but obviously 
they are all keeping a weather eye on the District. 

If I might say so, Congressman Dooley, this is no different than 
the situation in any large metropolitan area. We faced this at Sioux 
City, at Omaha, at St. Louis, and Kansas City, and many other cities 
where the smaller communities and the suburban communities always 
wait for the large city to move before they go ahead with their work. 

Mr. Dootry. Thank you. 

Mr. Cramer. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Buarnis. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. Under the 1959 Water Pollution Control Act, what 
would be the maximum amount of Federal contribution to such a 


project of water pollution control in the way of a sewage disposal _ 


plant 


Mr. Srern. We can make a contribution up to $250,000 for any proj- | 
ect. Depending on the size of the project, we could contribute $250,- _ 
000 toward that. The interceptor here, or plan C, may constitute, of | 


course, several projects over several years. 

Mr. Cramer. Or one-third of the cost, whichever is less; is that 
right ? 

{r. Srey. That is correct; or one-third of the cost, whichever 
is less. 

Mr. Cramer. So that this admittedly is a deviation from the maxi- 


mum established in the Water Pollution Control Act with regard to — 


projects outside of the District of Columbia ? 
Mr. Srern. That is correct. 


Mr. Cramer. Thus we have to look apparently—if the Federal — 
Government is going to bear any additional costs—to a justification | 


for that. 
Mr. Stern. That is correct. 


Mr. Cramer. Customarily, communities, in building sewage dis- | 


posal plants, do they not, finance these plants out of user revenues, 


usually water revenues, or sewage revenues, with special taxes; is that © 


correct ? 
Mr. Srern. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. Cramer. Do you know whether any consideration was given 
under those circumstances to what the proper District of Columbia 
sewage users’ contribution should be ? 

Mr. Stern. Sir, if I might say this: We were faced with a unique 
situation in the District of Columbia. Ordinarily, when we have 
an enforcement action and a directive to one community, that com- 
munity finances it by floating a bond issue. 

Mr. Cramer. That is correct. 

Mr. Srey. The District of Columbia does not have bonding au- 
thority in the amount necessary to cover this project for this purpose. 
This has not been the pattern of financing in the District. Again, as 
we read the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, when we operate 
under an enforcement action, our purpose is to direct the city, or the 
industry, as the case may be, to stop contributing to pollution, which 
endangers health or the welfare of the people in other States. We 
do not under this section of the act think it appropriate for the Fed- 
eral Government as a regulatory agency to get into the details of 
financing the project. 

Mr. Cramer. How is the Blue Plains plant paid for? Do you 
know? 

Mr. Srey. I think Mr. Auld will be here and will be able to give 
you the specifics on that. I think that was done in an appropria- 
tion. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, you are testifying principally from 
the enforcement standpoint ? 

Mr. Stern. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. From the viewpoint of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and that is your principal function ? 

Mr. Srern. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you. 

Mr. Buatnrg. Thank you very much, Mr. Stein. 

We are very pleased to have with us now a very good friend of ours 
for some time, Brig. Gen. A. C. Welling, the Engineer Commissioner 
of the District of Columbia. 


General Welling, we are glad to see you here this morning. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. A. C. WELLING, ENGINEER COMMIS- 
SIONER, ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID V. AULD, DIRECTOR, DEPART- 
MENT OF SANITARY ENGINEERING, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


General Weitine. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
this morning I represent here the Board of Commissioners and, as the 
Board’s representative, I am delighted to be with you. 

The legislation which you have under consideration here essentially 
offers assistance to the Board of Commissioners for expediting the 
improvement of the Potomac River in the front yard of the Nation’s 
Capital. We welcome that offer. We need all of the assistance 
which we can obtain in furthering our concept of a beautiful Potomac. 
The more the assistance that is furnished, the faster that concept will 
be furthered into reality. 

Essentially, I would like to make two points. The first is that the 
District of Columbia and the surrounding communities have not been 
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sitting idly by waiting for the Federal Government to help out in our 
antipollution campaign. 

Secondly, I want to highlight the Federal character of the Potomac 
River and the Nation’s Capital. 

During the past few years there has been a growing determination 
here in the region to do something about the Potomac River pollution, 
As a result, substantial construction programs have been carried out 
by all of the metropolitan jurisdictions involved. New treatment 
plants have been constructed, and old treatment plants have been 
improved and expanded. The results of these collective works have 
been significant. 

Last year, when we inaugurated the secondary treatment plant for 
the District of Columbia at Blue Plains, the pollution load in the 
lower reach of the Potomac as expressed by oxygen demand has been 
reduced by two-thirds from its previous high point. So much for the 

ast. 
: ‘Now for the immediate future. 

We local] officials are determined to improve even further our reach 
of the Potomac, and the quality of the waters of the Potomac. That 
effort has been a consuming interest of mine. The Potomac is the 
No. 1 natural physical asset of the Nation’s Capital. It is or should 
be, and can be, one of the Nation’s most beautiful rivers. We all, I 
hope you as well as I, want the river refined and improved to its 
highest potential. 

Our next point of attack in the antipollution campaign has to do 
with the greatest single source of pollution remaining in the Washing- 
ton area, that is, the overflow of raw sewage mixed with storm water 
emanating from portions of the District of Columbia sewage system. 

Our project C is a $75 million effort to cope with those overflows. 

The project has the dual purpose of providing capacity to accom- 
modate the sewage from tributary areas upstream more or less in- 
definitely into the future. Last month we awarded a contract for the 
start. of this project. I hope to break ground on it soon. I always 
say for these difficult projects in the District of Columbia, it is my 
rad to get them started. It is going to be up to some other Engineer 
Commissioner to get them completed. 

In a few minutes Mr. Auld, our superb Director of Sanitary En- 
gineering, will explain to you the project and the inability of Wash- 
ington residents to finance it at the rate which the Nation’s Capital 
deserves. 

As I said at the outset, what we are talking about in the proposed 
legislation is enhancing the appearance and the standards of the front 
yard of the Nation’s Capital. I bring to that task the perspective of 
a Federal officer serving temporarily as a municipal official. 

I find here a stretch of river which is basically a Federal] preserve. 
Within the District 41 of the 42 miles of the Potomac and the Ana- 
costia shoreline are under Federal Government control. The very 
configurations and developments of the waterfront areas are the 
products of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

The congressional proponents of this legislation which your com- 
mittee is considering here today have taken proper cognizance of the 
Federal interests in immediate action for tidying up the Federal stretch 
of the Potomac River. 
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I have given to the committee staff a suggestion or two concerning 
technical refinements in the legislation which you gentlemen are con- 
sidering. I would suggest that you may wish next to hear from Mr. 
Auld, who can explain what this project is, so that you may have a 
clearer understanding of it 

Mr. Biarnix. Thank you very much, General, for your statement. 

General Wetiine. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Biatnix. May we continue and get further details now from 


‘Mr. David Auld, the Director of the Department of Sanitary 


Engineering of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Avutp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do not have 
a prepared statement but would hope by more or less informal presen- 
tation to acquaint the committee with the details of the project, both 


‘fas to its function and its size, and the financing problem which con- 


fronts us as we try to do this. 

The other witnesses have pointed out to you we truly have a prob- 
lem of pollution in the Potomac. It was extremely bad some years 
ago. Community action since then has done much to improve it. In 
the studies which led to the initial improvements through sewage treat- 
ment plant construction, we were aware that there were problems 
quite beyond that of the large-scale treatment operations. They were 
more complex and they took longer to solve. 

The District in 1954 set about trying to solve the fundamental basic 
problems, and to do that they engaged professional help from out- 
side. I would like to put at the disposal of the committee the reports 
which we received from about 3 years of intense high-level engineering 
effort. The first is by Metcalf & Eddy, and one by Greeley, Marston, 
& Requardt. 

Mr. Biarnix. Those reports will be available to the committee and 
its members in the committee files, but will not be placed in the printed 
record of these hearings. 

Mr. Aunp. Yes. And then by a board of three engineers, eminent 
professional men and outstanding in their profession in the United 
States. One of them is on our sewage treatment program and another 
on the improvements to the sewage system. It is in this last report 
that we received three recommendations for improvement. I might 
say that that was predicated on an analysis of the capacity of the 
existing system; a detailed study of how it behaves; where the un- 
treated sewage escapes from; and a determination of the quantities 
which reach the natural waters of the District of Columbia. 

After this study the engineers concluded this—and I would like to 
#0 tomy map. I have a map here of just the District of Columbia. 

t may not be immediately apparent because of the letters, but you 
see here in the center, in the heart of the city, an area which is bounded 
by a yellow outline. Within that yellow enclosure we have what is 
called a combined sewer system. That means just this: During periods 
of dry weather the house connections and connections from industry, 
if any, go to a system of pipes in the ground and, for the most part, 
they convey the sewage they receive to the treatment plant. When 
it rains, however, the surface wash from the streets and roads and 
areaways and yards comes into that same system of pipes. 

It is not feasible to attempt to confine flows of that magnitude when 
you receive torrential rains. The result then is that those individual 
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pipes discharge usually to the nearest watercourse the mixture of 
storm water and sewage. That is the failure to confine the sewage 
sufficiently long for it to reach the sewage treatment plant. 

Let me point this out. Here is the Potomac and here is the Dis. 
trict sewage treatment water plant which is now, I would say, about 
the third lanes in the world, and one of the most modern in all re- 
spects. It was recently completed with all but the finishing touches, 
Under the present system we have some 1,500 miles of pipelines in the 
city streets which generally converge toward the Anacostia River, and 
then crosses and proceed on toward the treatment plant. 

When it rains, however, great quantities of Potomac flow come out 
from a total of about 86 points of discharge into the Potomac and 
into the Anacostia and into the lower Rock Creek. By calculation 
only about 214 percent of the sewage generated in the District actually 
escapes treatment, but in a year that constitutes a great polluting 
force. 

The first recommendation of our board then was that this is basi-. 
cally a bad way to operate and, therefore, you should eliminate it if 
you can. The price on that, adjusting for current costs, would be 
about $300 million. 

Mr. Cramer. What? 

Mr. Auxp. $300 million, completely to separate all of the sewers in 
the District of Columbia. I failed to point out the inherent. weaknesses 
of that method of duplication. It was also determined that the Dis- 
trict’s own system, started in about 1889, was no longer adequate to 
meet the flow conditions both from the city and from the surrounding 
territory which is using part of that system for its own conveyance 
of sewage treatment. 

So, project A, the total separation and reinforcing of the trunk 
sewer system, came out to about $300 million. 

Mr. Dootry. May I interrupt for clarification ? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Dootry. You mean by separating the storm drains from the 
sewer system it would cost $300 million ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir, because it means duplicating in about half the 
city and putting in a dual system of pipes in each street and going 
into each building and separating the plumbing. You have j aon 
spouts which come down, so that the downspouts must be taken away. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Would that be a Federal responsibility to sepa- 
rate those ¢ 
" Mr. Autp. Not a responsibility. No, sir. It is someone’s responsi- 

ility. 

My. ScuwEnce.. Is that included in the $300 million ? 

Mr. Avtp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dootey. Is it customary to have your storm drains go into the 
sewers in most communities ¢ 

Mr. Avutp. Yes, sir. All of the older, larger cities in the United 
States havethat. This is the basic system. 

Mr. BuiarnrK. Will you explain when this combined storm and 
sewer system was devised and built? How old is it? 

Mr. Avtp. In most cities it is a matter of evolution. It began to 


take form in 1859 with the introduction of public water supply. When — 


flush toilets were installed the natural problem was, what do you do 
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with the effluent. You went to the nearest street drain and there were 
drainage lines which already went to the streams and rivers. So 
from that a system of pipes evolved, and it took some designed form, 
you might say, in about 1889. At that point the system began to be 
designed around anticipated needs, and it has done very well, up to 


recent times, on that basis. 


I might point out, sir, that the plumbing was legally installed. It 
was put in by the owners according to regulations prevalent at the 
time of installation, although we have Ht those regulations 
since, and we have assumed that the unscrambling of those lines would 
be a governmental 

I won’t speak to plan B because it sort of fell in between the two 
and had some aspects of each, but there was a plan C which also pro- 
vided for substantial sewer construction to reinforce the weak spots 
in the system, and also provided those sewers would be bigger than 
those in plan A, and sufficiently large so that greater quantities of 
the mixed flows which occurred during rains could be contained and 
transported away from the immediate troubled area in lower Rock 
Creek, in the Potomac and in the Anacostia, and directed toward the 
sewer treatment plant. 

Also some selected areas for separation were retained. It would 
include, for example, the area in the westerly part of the city along 
the Potomac. So that upon completion of the sewers and separation 
in project C there would be no mixed overflows to the Potomac within 
the District until you reached Key Bridge, a matter of some miles 
and one of the most beautiful stretches of the Potomac. 

The overall effect of that separation and sewer pipe enlargement 
would be immediately to reduce by about 75 percent the quantities 
of untreated sewage reaching the Potomac from the District of 
Columbia. This, by the way, goes up the Anacostia River, as does the 
Potomac. 

There are certain detailed recommendations in this which we dis- 
carded. There is some $13 million worth of work which we felt was 
not worthy of consideration. So we are recommending project C as 
the first step, the most effective step and cheapest thing which we 
can do to get the quickest results. 

Mr. $75 million ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. But we have not lost sight of the fact that 
ultimately we should work toward Project A. The sums involved 
are so Staggering that we are not suggesting that they be procured 
immediately. 

Mr. Scuwencet. What percentage of that $75 million do you think 
that the people of the District of Columbia should underwrite? 

Mr. Avutp. I have some details, sir. I would say this: We have a 
sewerage works fund which is made up of charges to our customers. 
We have a general fund in the District of Columbia. The general 
fund is used for storm water construction, that is, sewer construction, 
and we have already done much. 

I would like to refer to a table, if I may. The Commission has 
accepted this project as part of its 6-year program from 1961 through 
1966, and they programed in that kame. of time some $16 million 


chargeable to the general funds of the District, and some $31 million 
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chargeable to the sewerage works fund of the District. The unfor- 
tunate part is that our resources are no so great—— 

Mr. ScuwEnceE.. Will you let me have those figures again, please? 

Mr. Avuip. Between 1961 and 1966, $16.8 million from the general 
fund and $31.8 from the sewage works fund; and in the two sub- 
sequent years, 1967 and 1968, $11.2 million general and $6.2 sewage 
works which, together with certain appropriations already made prior 
to 1961 would bring a total of $70.4 million. I have here a statement 
which perhaps would help you in that. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield on that? 

Mr. ScHwENGEL. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. What Federal contribution is involved in your gen- 
eral funds? Any? What portion of it is Federal contribution ? 

Mr. Autp. The authorized Federal contribution to the general fund 
of the District is $32 million. However, I think no more than $25 
million has ever been appropriated, which makes up something less 
than 10 percent of the total annual municipal budget. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, of the $16 million general funds for 
1961 to 1966 and $11.2 for 1967 and 1968, what percentage of that will 
be Federal money, or is it contemplated will be Federal money ¢ 

Mr. Aub. It would be less than 10 percent. 

Mr. Cramer. 10 percent ? 

Mr. Aut. I think so. 

Mr. Cramer. All right. Of the $31 million from sewer works or 
6.2, sewage works—about $36 million—what is the source of that 
money ? 

Mr. Aub. That, sir, is the real subject of this ar 

Mr. Cramer. That is the question of possible Federal contribution. 
Is that right ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. A total of $36 million or $37 million, that is, $31.8 mil- 
lion and $6.2 million ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. $37 million is in effect what you are suggesting. The 
question of how it should be financed is what should be worked out 
by this committee. Is that right ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. And so far as Federal cost is concerned it would be 
a question of what contribution should be made by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to that $37 million, with the understanding that presently 
there is a contribution being made to the $16 million and the $11 mil- 
lion, meaning approximately $28 million. Of the difference the Fed- 
eral Government is presently paying about 10 percent, or a little less 
than 10 percent. Is that right? 

Mr. Avutp. Yes, sir. Mr. Cramer, may I suggest that the Federal 
contribution to the general fund of the District is something more 
than a clear grant. There is something of a service represented in 
that. 

Mr. Cramer. I understand that. I am not suggesting that there is 
not, but I wanted to get clear in my own mind what the thinking was 
as to where the funds should come from and what the Federal respon- 
sibility should be. 
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Mr. Autp. Yes; I would like to resume my discussion. 

Mr. Buarntk. One further thing, Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Buatnix. Without going into too much work, do you have a 
smaller map on which you can explain to the committee with this 

re IV map, showing the combined system sewer area, and would 
this be an accurate description ¢ 

Mr. Auup. Yes; that is really taken from this map here. 

Mr. Buarnik. I would like to have this go in the record. Would 
this be adequate enough ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes; it would be perfect for that purpose. 

Mr. Buiarnik. The chart entitled figure IV, entitled “Plat Showing 
Area Served by Combined System Sewers,” as well as the chart en- 
titled “Plan Showing Alternate Project C for Stream Pollution 
Abatement Including Proposed Relief Intercepting Sewers” will be 
inserted in the aneee at this point. It will help to keep this area and 


project clear in our minds and the minds of all those reading the 
testimony. 

Mr. Avutp. Fine, sir. 

(The charts referred to are as follows :) 
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PLAT SHOWING AREA SERVED BY COMBINED SYSTEM SEWERS 


SEPARATE SYSTEM AREA 


COMBINED SYSTEM AREA 


SOUTH WEST AREA 
ORDERED SEPARATED 
BY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


MILES 
0 1 2 3 


Mr. Scuwencev. Mr. Chairman, I am not an authority in this field 
but I have a great interest in it. I am following the plans for this 
type of program in my own community, which is a community of 
about 85,000, and the latest figure I saw, and from what I know about 
it, we are going to have to do about the same thing, and we are con- 
fronted with the same problem you are outlining here for the District. 
The figures I have seen at home indicate there is going to be a cost 
of less than $3 million for the 85,000 people there, which seems to me 
that we are doing this job an awful lot cheaper on a proportionate 
basis, and we are spread over a pretty wide area by comparison. It 
is an area almost as large as your areas. 

It seems to me there is something rather excessive here. Is there 
some special explanation / 
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Mr. Avuup. Yes. I think we are all shocked when we think of the 
magnitude of this job. Let me point out one more thing as another 
function which I have not mentioned, which is essential to an under- 
standing. Remember that the form of this is essentially a trunk 
sewer down the full length of the Potomac, which I would say is what, 
14 miles in that general direction? We have reinforced to the Rock 
Creek Valley, which amounts to several miles, and of course we have 
several miles here. So we have something in the order of 20 miles 
of construction generally in the most expensive territory to go through. 

Mr. Cramer. May | ask another question ? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. Was any thought given to what contribution should 
be made by the residents and users of the sewage system here? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. We have figures on that. The users today are 
paying 60 percent of the water bill as a sewage service charge. 

Mr. Cramer. 60 percent ? 

Mr. Auxp. That was instituted in 1954 by the Congress for the sole 
purpose of permitting us to mount an attack on pollution at the 
municipal level. At the same time the Commissioners were author- 
ized to borrow $5 million, and that $5 million has now been authorized 
by the Congress. _I have some figures here. 

Mr. Cramer. That $5 million was used. You have not actually 
borrowed that much? 

Mr. Autp. We have not taken it from the Treasury, but our current 
contracts are predicated on its availability. 

Mr. Cramer. So if any portion of this were to be handled on the 
same financing basis you would have to come to Congress to get 
additional borrowing authority ? 

Mr. Avtp. Precisely. 

Mr. Cramer. You do not have a general bond-issuing authority of 
any kind? 

r. Autp. There is some—— 

Mr. Cramer. That relates to this. 

Mr. Autp. No. We have none such. 

Mr. Cramer. So if the water users themselves were to bear a por- 
tion of this $37 million cost, it would require congressional author- 
ization for additional borrowing authority. Is that right? 

Mr. Avutp. It would, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. Also it would result in obviously increased water 
rates. Is that right? 

Mr. Autp. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. Has there been any planning done, or any thought 
given, to that approach ? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. That, I assume, is one of the approaches being con- 
sidered by the Commissioners and the Bureau of the Budget, et cetera. 
Is that right ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. I can tell you this: If we assume that a gen- 
eral fund portion of this project can be funded from that fund some- 
how, which, by the way 

Mr. Cramer. I didn’t get that figure. 

Mr. Autp. I say if we can assume that the general fund portion of 
this project can be supported somehow by that fund—and I might say 
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that that fund also has to borrow—and if we were to borrow the en- 
tire shortage, a total authorization of over $32 million in loans would 
be necessary to the sewage works fund. We cannot service a debt of 
that magnitude from present charges. 

Mr. scam That is what I wanted to get into. What does the 
60 percent of the present charge against the water users bring in? 

Mr. Autp. In 1961 it will bring in $3,350,000. 

Mr. Cramer. What is your present indebtedness against which this 
money is applied ¢ 

Mr. Autp. At this moment I have no cash borrowing. I will bor- 
row something like $2 million during the fiscal year. 

Mr. Cramer. Then the $3,350,000 a year is used for what purpose? 
maintenance? 

Mr. Autp. That is for operation, maintenance, construction, and 
debt service. 

Mr. Cramer. How much debt service could the present 60 percent 
support? Could it support any additional debt service? 

r. Autp. I would not like to set a limit, but I think we are ap- 


proaching it. Maybe we could pick up another $5 million at present — 
rates, or something of that order, but nothing in the magnitude of $32 — 


million. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, approximately $5 million more in 
borrowing could be accomplished if silhhariond by Congress, out of 
the present 60 percent water users’ charge. Is that right ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. You realize we try to run a utility operation 
internally here and we have to stay healthy. 

Mr. Cramer. I am not suggesting you should not because it would 
not serve any purpose if you did not. You would be back to the 
Federal Government asking for some money to subsidize the operation 
anyway. I realize that. 

Mr. Avutp. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. After the rate of 60 percent what is the present water 
charge? 

Mr. Avutp. The present water charge is 16 cents a thousand gallons. 

Mr. Cramer. That is residential ? 

Mr. Autp. There is no distinction in our scale. 

Mr. Cramer. Residential or commercial ? 

Mr. Autp. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. In your experience in this field, how much greater 
charge do you think could S made before you met consumer resist- 
ance and defeat your purpose ? 

Mr. Avtp. I think we hit it in 1954. We raised the water rates 
then about 2 cents and we instituted the sewer service charge. The 
effect of that was to depress water demand immediately, and it has 
stayed fairly stationary since then. 

Mr. Cramer. From 14 to16cents. Is that right? 

Mr. Aub. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuwencet. It is lower than the national average, is it not! 

Mr. Avtp. Yes, sir; it is. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Why should people resist it here when they do 
not resist it outside of Washington at a rate that is higher? 

Mr. Autp. Well, I think you have to look at the cost. of living in 
the District of Columbia. The total advanced to the water charge 
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is only one cost. You have to take the entire picture in perspective. 
The real estate and all of the tax package. I think taken together 
that you will find the cost of living here is in balance with the cost 
of living outside of the District. 

Mr. Cramer. What is the national average water cost? Do you 
know ? 

Mr. Aub. I could not tell you. 

Mr. Cramer. Approximately. 

Mr. Autp. But averages are deceptive because all old cities for the 
most part have lower rates than new cities. And large cities gener- 
ally have lower rates than small cities. 

Mr. Cramer. To finance the full $37 million there would be less 
than $5 million you could finance with present revenues and rates. 
That would leave $32 million to finance. If that were financed over 
a reasonable period of time, what increase in water rates would that 
require? Do you know? 

Mr. Aub. At least 33 percent in sewage rates. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, the price of water would go up from 
16 cents to about 21 cents a rosea Is that right ? 

Mr. Avip. We could leave the water charge stable since the sewer 
charge is on top of the 16 cents. You see, we charge six-tenths of 16, 
or 9.6 cents per thousand for sewer service, and that would need to go 
to 12.8. 

Mr. Scuwencer. It would still leave you way below the national 
average, as I remember it. 

Mr. Autp. It would be favorable in that comparison. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, it would go up about 3 cents. Isn't 
that right? 

Mr. Avip. Something of that sort. 

Mr. Cramer. So it would mean a 3-cent increase in the water 
charge ? 

Mr. Autp. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. To about 19 cents a thousand. And that would be 
sufficient. to finance the $32-million shortage? 

Mr. Avtp. The total cost for water and sewer together is now 
about 26, and it would mean 29 cents for the total charge. 

Mr. Cramer. I see. The 16 is the sewer tax alone—9.6 is sewer 
now / 

Mr. Avip. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. How do you get 16? 

Mr. Autp. Water is 16 and the two are billed together. 

Mr. Cramer. I see. A combination of the two? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. And the sewer would go up to 12.8 plus 

Mr. Aunp. That’s right, plus 16, which would make it approaching 
29 cents. 

Mr. Scuwencet. What is the basis of the 40-60 formula that was 
adopted? How is it that you are asking the Federal Government to 
carry 40 percent of the load? You have a 40-60 formula that you 
said was adopted several years ago where the Federal Government 
assumed 40 percent of the cost for the operation of the system. Isn’t 
that what you said? 
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Mr. Autp. No, sir. I was not aware of that. At this time the 
United States makes no contribution nor gift to the operation of 
either the water or sewer operations of this city. 

Mr. Cramer. The 60 and 40 percent are allocated to the water and 
sewer, respectively. 

Mr. Burke. I wonder if you will tell us for clarity—and I think 
the record shows because it has all been said—toward the completion 
of plan C by 1966 what can you reasonably expect from the three 
items—that is, from the sewer service charge fund and the Federal 
grants under Public Law 660, and from the regular District of Colum- 
bia budget? In fact, take them separately. 

Mr. Aub. Yes. Under Public Law 660, if we were to qualify with 
our projects to the maximum level of the current year appropria- 
tion, we would take in about 2.7 million over the construction period, 

Mr. Burke. Then, from your sewer service charge fund that is 
built up, how much could you expect to take from that, realizing 
your costs of maintaining the existing system ¢ 


Mr. Avutp. I am afraid I cannot give you an exact figure without 


taking the time to add it up. 

Mr. Burke. Roughly. 

Mr. Avuup. I worked the calculation out on a slightly different 
approach, which produced the $32 million debt. I could supply that 
for the record and it would give you all of the particulars of income. 

Mr. Buiatnix. Can you give an approximate round number ? 


Mr. Auxp. Something over $21 million in sewer service charges 


would come in in that period, and we, of course, charge for the serv- 
ice that we render to Maryland and Virginia, which also make use of 
our system. Also, we have the United States as a customer to this 
system, and they pay for that service. 

Mr. Burke. Do you have your sewer construction money sepa- 
rated in your budget from the operattng money of the sewer de- 
partment ? 

Mr. Auto. We maintain a single receiving account; but, of course, 
by appropriations made from it they come either as operating or 
capital outlay. 

Mr. Bur«e. I thought perhaps you would have segregated the 
capital outlay funds available for this project. 

Mr. Autp. They just aren’t as to availability. That’s the point. 
It will take some excess to our income. 

Mr. Burxe. But there is no capital money available from the sewer 
fund? Is there any that you could count on from the District of 
Columbia’s regular budget ? 

Mr. Avutp. We have spoken of the general fund part of this, which 
I assume can be funded in some fashion. That, however, is confined 
by law only to the storm water function of the complex set of pipes, 
you might say. 

Mr. Burke. But, as new construction outside of the yellow line on 
that map, are you building any combined sewers now ? 

Mr. Avutp. No, sir. 

Mr. Burxe. Inside the line I take it you have to, because you are 
continuing the system ? 

Mr. Autp. No, sir, we are not. 

Mr. Burke. You are not building any combined sewers? 
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Mr. Aub. No, sir. 

Mr. Burke. Prior to the construction of the sewage treatment plant, 
which you said was almost finished and is a new plant, at how many 

oints did the outflow from the District enter these two rivers and 
Rock Creek ¢ : 

Mr. Avtp. There were and still are about 86 points of overflow. 

Mr. Burke. Are these only overflow? Do you have untreated sew- 
age going into these streams directly now ? , 

Mr. Autp. Only during times of rain, except one place in the Poto- 
mac where, due to restricted pipe size, we get flows for about 475 hours 
a year of untreated sewage right adjacent to the Lincoln Memorial. 

Mr. Burxe. Under plan C you intend to intercept these combined 
systems and carry them to the treatment plant ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes, sir. Not all, but about 75 percent will be conveyed 
downstream. 

Mr. Burke. In these engineering studies to which you refer, was 
there any thought given to the possibility of how much possibly that 
can be affected by erection over the years of other smaller plants on 
these other streams ? 

Mr. Avutp. That is precisely what we have sought to avoid because 
we have felt that the eflluent—a small plant operation is rarely de- 
pendable. History shows they are usually outgrown soon after they 
are finished. In fact, we had an example of that. There was a plant 
right here. This is the District line and at this point in the Anacostia 
Valley there was a plant built with a capacity of 7 million gallons a 
day. That was built in 1938 by the Sanitary Commission of Mary- 
land. By the time that was abandoned, the flows to that plant were 14 
million gallons a day. So 7 million was being bypassed into this river. 
That plant has been abandoned and the operation was replaced by a 
sewer connection to the District sewage treatment plant. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield on that? 

If you are going to increase the size of your conduits to carry the 
combined surface waters and your effluent to the new plant—if you 
are going to combine them—is all this to be run through the new plant 
or is it going again to be dumped into the Potomac someplace else ? 

Mr. Avip. We are making a dual system. 

Mr. Cramer. Back in there? 

Mr. Autp. You will find two colors here so that the flows which 
originate in areas which are so-called on a separate basis are outside, 
and that includes the areas using this system which surround the Dis- 
strict of Columbia, will be expressed to full treatment at Blue Plains. 
The flow which comes from areas served on a combined basis will be in 
a separate parallel line, and so far as the plant can accommodate them 
at any time, those mixed flows will be treated. 

Mr. Cramer. What about the overflow ? 

Mr. Aurp. Beyond that we propose storm water disinfection and 
settling for the mixed flows which will dilute the sewage at this point 
below Blue Plains. 

Mr. Cramer. What will happen to it ? 

Mr. Autp. That will be settled and disinfected in a supplementary 
storm water treatment facility adjacent to Blue Plains. 


Mr. Cramer. And then discharged into the Potomac? 
Mr. Avtp. Yes. 


5 
a 
it 
it 
at 
eS 
of 
Lis 
le- 
Se, 
or 
the 
int. 
ver 
of 
‘ich 
ned 
pes, 
on 
are 


32 REDUCTION OF POLLUTION IN THE POTOMAC RIVER 


Mr. Cramer. That is the combined now ? 

Mr. Avutp. That is the combined. 

Mr. Cramer. The surplus of the combined effluent and water flow- 
age that cannot be handled by the plant will be treated differently ? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. And then discharged ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. How effective is that treatment method / 

Mr. Autp. It is not of a character which is as complex as the other 
flow. 

Mr. Cramer. I realize that. 

Mr. Autp. We are frankly in a design or investigating position on 
the matter right now, and [ can’t be too clear on the exact method. 
Our thought, though, is to retain much of the flow of each storm and 
to pump it back into the plant off peak, you might say, and that which 
will not be retained will be disinfected and the visible flowage re- 
moved. 

Mr. Cramer. How effective is that system ? 

Mr. Autp. I think it will be excellent. I think what you will get 
then will be just as good as the surface runoff which had no contact 
with sewage. 

Mr. Cramer. I see. 

Mr. Avip. That would be my judgment. 

Mr. McFaui. Are there any other questions now of Mr. Auld? 

Mr. Scuwencev. I would like to say this: These people have pre- 
sented a very persuasive case for the need to get at this proposition and 
this problem now. I want to do what I can as a member of the city 
council of this fine metropolitan center to see that it goes forward. 
However, I am not satisfied that the people of this community are be- 
ing asked to carry their fair share of the load. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield on that ? 

Mr. ScHweEnGeEL. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. As I understand it, that is what the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Commissioners are now negotiating—the question of 
this $37 million and what portion of it should possibly be borne out of 
the water user increased costs or other sources of funds, and what por- 
tion should be borne by the Federal Government. Is that correct? 

Mr. Autp. That iscorrect. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Cramer. Until we receive that report from them and the re- 
sults of their study we do not know what the Federal Government as 
an occupant of the District, is going to be expected to contribute. 

I also want to join with the gentleman from Iowa and express my 
very deep concern over the pollution problem in the Potomac River. 
T am delighted to see that the joint efforts of this Commission and 
others have been entered into for the last 3 years so effectively to 
come up first with the program plan C and now negotiating the 
question of finances. I am hopeful that the results will be available 
to us in time enough to do something at this session of the Congress. 

General Wetiina. One thing we would like for Mr. Auld to high- 
light, which he has not made clear, I believe, is that a considerable 

ortion of the costs of this system is to accommodate tributary areas 
- Maryland and Virginia. Would you go ahead a moment on that 
ine‘ 
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Mr. McFauit. Yes. Goahead, Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Avucp. I would like to point this out: Here on the smaller map 
you see the outline of the District, and in colors you see various water- 
sheds tributary to the Potomac in yellow and green here, and tributary 
to the | “gina which is Rock Creek, and then the Anacostia, which 
is in pink. 

An of these will contribute sewage to the District of Columbia for 
treatment. The design of these pipes is such as to accommodate those 
flows when they occur. ‘The area that is close in to the District, 
there are already agreements under which sewage is coming in right 
this minute. Other agreements will be effectuated by discussion 
within the next few months even from Fairfax County, Va. The 
total cost of this project on a proportional basis to what we hope is 
provided for these outside areas is $23.4 million. 

Mr. McFaui. $23.4 million of the $37 million ? 

Mr. Auto. Of the $70 million. 

Mr. McF atu. Of the $70 million ? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFatu. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. Has there been any discussion or have there been any 
conferences held as to how that share should be borne by the adjoining 
communities ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. Or a portion of them ? 

Mr. AuLp. We deal with the adjoining communities under laws al- 
ready on the books, one in 1916 and another in 1958. With the com- 
munities we have entered into agreements which cover the watersheds 
now connected or about to be connected. In those the communities 
accept responsibility for sharing in the cost, our cost of providing for 
them. Under those agreements, however, they have the opportunity 
to delay payment. 

It was recognized that there would be many times when we would 
be forced to build the facility—and this was a good illustration— 
which was providing capacity far in advance of the time that those 
communities could expect to use it. Hence there is a comparatively 
long fuse, you might say, on payments which might be expected 
ultimately to come in. 

Mr. Cramer. This too would enter into the cost-sharing negotia- 
tions and studies underway ? 

Mr. Avuup. Yes, sir. As a matter of fact, I would say for the 
works chargeable to the sewage charge funds, municipally financed, 
the capacity required for ourselves is less than $10 million for this 
whole thing. 

Mr. McFauu. Thank you, Mr. Auld. 

Are there any other questions of Mr. Auld at this time? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McFaut. Thank you very much, Mr. Auld, for your very fine 
statement. 

Mr. Autp. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like to insert some 
tables in the record at a subsequent time. 

Mr. McFaux. Without. objection, it is ordered. 
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At this time, without objection, we will insert in the record a 
telegram to the Hon. John A. Blatnik, chairman of this subeommit- 
tee, from Carl W. Buchheister, president of the National Audubon 
Society. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

New York, N.Y., May 10, 1960. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

Re hearing on H.R. 7196 and similar bills, please record National Audubon 
Society as joining Virginia, Maryland, and Washington conservationists in 
recommending a favorable committee report on this legislation to provide a 
realistic attack on Potomac River pollution. As nature’s showpiece at the 
Nation’s Capital and a resource vital to a great metropolitan area, the Potomac 
should be a model, conservation and cleanliness, not an example of waste and 
filth. 

Cart W. BUCHHEISTER, 
President, National Audubon Society. 

Mr. McF atu. At this time we have several more witnesses. 

Our next witness is Mr. Richard M. Welch, vice chairman of the 
Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac. Mr. Welch. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD WELCH, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
CITIZENS COUNCIL FOR A CLEAN POTOMAC 


Mr. Wetcu. My name is Richard Welch. I am vice chairman of 
the Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac. Our organization strongly 
endorses this legislation to help the District of Columbia government 
finance project C, the program of improvements to the D.C, sewerage 
system which the U.S. Public Health Service requires to be com- 
pleted by 1966. 

The financing normally available to the District for this $133 mil- 
lion project will not be sufficient to enable it to meet the Public 
Health Service enforcement schedule for cleaning up the Potomac 
River. 

Secretary Flemming of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has stated that he will not hesitate to use the full anti- 
pollution enforcement powers under Public Law 660 in the event 
that the D.C. government demonstrates its inability to complete proj- 
ect C by 1966. The District’s inability is almost a foregone conclu- 
sion unless the Congress is willing to help finance the project. 

The main features of the sewerage improvements to he constructed 
under project C are a new Potomac interceptor sewer, an interceptor 
for the Anacostia Valley, a relief interceptor for Rock Creek, and 
substantial separation of the District’s old combined sewer system. 

These improvements will provide much-needed extra capacity for 
the District of Columbia sewerage system and will enable it to handle 
the long-range sewerage needs of both the District and the tributary 
suburbs in Virginia and Maryland. Project C offers the quickest and 
cheapest means of preventing overflows of raw sewage from reaching 
the Potomac River. 

In addition to these benefits, the sewerage works under project C 
will give a definite push forward to the sewer separation program, 
and will advance the date when total separation of the sewer system 
can be accomplished. 
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The Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac, composed of citizens 
who are dedicated to restoring the Potomac River to a clean, health- 
ful, and attractive condition, strongly urges the passage of this legis- 
lation so that the District of Columbia can do its share toward clean- 
ing up the river that flows through our National Capital. 

Mr. Thank you, Mr. Welch. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Welch? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McFatu. If there are no questions, we thank you very much 
for coming, Mr. Welch. We appreciate your statement and we are 
sorry you had to wait so long to be heard. 

Our next witness is Ellis 8. Tisdale, director of the Interstate Com- 
mission on the Potomac River Basin. Mr. Tisdale. 


STATEMENT OF ELLIS S. TISDALE, DIRECTOR OF THE INTERSTATE 
COMMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Tispate. I am Ellis S. Tisdale, director of the Interstate Com- 
mission on the Potomac River Basin. I am appearing in behalf of 
the commission to support the passage of H.R. 7196 and its companion 
bills. 

This legislation is an outgrowth of the Enforcement Conference of 
the U.S. Public Health Service which was held in Washington, D.C., 
February 13, 1958. At that conference the District of Columbia 

overnment presented a program for sewage collection and treatment 
Sealunated as project C, which was estimated to cost a total of 
about $75 million to construct. Project C, when completed, would 
greatly reduce pollution of the Potomac River emanating from the 
sewer system of the District of Columbia by providing large relief 
interceptor sewers, additional pumping stations, and by separation 
of some of the District’s old combined sewer system. This construc- 
tion would assure that substantially all of the sewage generated in 
the District of Columbia, plus the tributary sewage from the Mary- 
land and Virginia suburbs, would be conveyed to the Blue Plains sew- 
age treatment plant and would receive a high degree of purification 
before discharge to the Potomac River. 

The District of Columbia government is ready and willing to con- 
struct the works called for under project C, but foreseeable financing 
available to the District for this purpose would delay completion of 
the project until the year 1975. This is nearly 10 years later than the 
1965 completion date required by the Public Health Service Enforce- 
ment Conference. 

Thus, the District of Columbia will be unable to meet its commit- 
ment to clean up the Potomac River without additional Federal 
financing. 

WOLMAN RECOMMENDATIONS 


In 1957, the Potomac River Commission engaged Dr. Able Wolman 
and associates, of the Johns Hopkins University, to study the Wash- 
ington area pollution control needs to the year 2000. Dr. Wolman 
strongly supported project C, which had just been recommended to 


the District of Columbia government by its consultant Board of 
Engineers. 
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In his conclusion, Dr. Wolman stated : 


The Board of Engineers has recommended a plan for reducing the severity 
of the (combined sewer) problem by separating the system in three areas, and 
providing sewers to carry more of the combined sewage to the treatment plant, 
The recommended works would cost $113 million over a 10-year period. Al] 
of these works are desirable and some of them are urgently needed to prevent 
further deterioration of the river. 


WATER QUALITY STANDARDS 


In response to a request by the Washington Metropolitan Regional 


Conference, the Potomac River Commission has set up definite water | 


quality standards for the Potomac River in the Washington metro- 
politanarea. These standards have the endorsement of all the member 
jurisdictions of the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference. 
We feel that if the District of Columbia is granted the financial 
help it needs to complete project C by 1965, as required by the U.S, 
Public Health Service, then the water quality standards advocated by 


our Commission will be capable of achievement in the metropolitan | 


reaches of the Potomac River. 

Mr. McFauxi. Thank you, Mr. Tisdale. 

Are there any questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. McFaux. Thank you very much, and we appreciate your waiting 
all this time. 

Mr. Tispate. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. McFaux. Our next witness is Mrs. Haskell Rosenblum, presi- 
dent of the League of Women Voters of Washington, D.C. 

Mrs. Rosenblum, it is a pleasure to welcome you before the com- 
mittee. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. HASKELL ROSENBLUM, PRESIDENT OF THE 
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mrs. Rosenstum. Thank you, sir. 

The League of Women Voters of the District of Columbia has spent 
considerable time in the past several years studying problems of the 
metropolitan area. We have also devoted considerable attention to a 
study of water resources. As a result, our members have a real under- 
standing of the tremendous pollution problem in the Potomac River. 
and of the cause and suggested cures. We are most appreciative of 
the opportunity to appear before you today and to make known to 

you our views on HLA. 7196 and its companion bills, 7197, 7198, and 
199. 

Several years ago, the Board of Engineers engaged by the District 
of Columbia recommended a plan for pollution abatement through 
separation of limited areas of combined sanitary and storm-water 
sewers, construction of relief sewers, and new pumping facilities. 
This plan was to be put into operation over a period of 8 years. It 
was adopted with a few modifications by the District government, 
which has proceeded to put under construction some phases of the 
proposal each year since. It was on the basis of the recommended 
time schedule that the U.S. Public Health Service has ordered the 
District of Columbia to complete the plan by 1965. 
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Gentlemen, we are faced with a very strange situation here with 
one Federal agency ordering another Federal agency to take action. 
But the situation is complicated by the financing. 

The District of Columbia government has been willing to provide 
capital funds to the extent that it could, for this undertaking, but it 
has been well aware from the beginning that it could not provide 
the total funds needed within the specified time. We, as District 
citizens, have had a sewer tax imposed on our water tax and have had 
both taxes increased since 1954. We have also twice since then in- 
creased our other taxes, a part of which has been paid for sewerage 
system improvements. The League of Women Voters is now pre- 
pared to support additional taxes to provide for, among other things, 
additions to the sewerage system which will amount to $3.5 million 
in this coming fiscal year. Our organization believes that the citizens 
of the District of Columbia should pay their fair share of expenses 
for the city. 

I would like to say at this point that the additional taxes, or 
authorization for them, are being held up in the Congress right now. 
We cannot always decide what taxes we want or need when the time 
comes and get them acted on. 

However, we are convinced that Washington is not just a city like 
others throughout the United States. It is the Nation’s Capital. As 
such, it should be an example to the rest of the country. It is the 
seat. of the Federal Government; the Government is its chief industry. 
Therefore, the Government should contribute an equitable payment 
to the city. We regret that there has always been some difficulty in 
securing what we believe to be an equitable share. In this case, we 
believe the Government has an obligation to help Washington meet 
the order to clean up the Potomac within the specified time limit set 
by the Public Health Service. It is necessary to put in major works 
which will be able in the future to take care of suburban areas to 
which Government agencies such as the CIA and AEC have moved. 
These works will serve at the same time to accommodate the needs 
of the District. of Columbia. 

Today the Potomac River is a disgrace to the Nation and well 
advertised in national magazines as such. Its pollution has resulted 
from years of a limited attention to the needs of Washington by 
the Federal Government. It is high time that the Government take 
steps to remedy this sorry situation. 

hank you for your patience in listening to us and for your interest 
on our behalf. 

Mr. McFauu. Thank you very much, Mrs. Rosenblum, and thank 
you for your patience in waiting all this time in order to present your 
testimony. Weappreciate your coming. 

If there are no further questions we thank you, Mrs. Rosenblum. 

Our next witness is Mrs. C. D. Shoemaker, the chairman of the 
pnaptsatien committee of the National Capital Garden Club League, 

ne. 

Mrs. Shoemaker was here, but she could not wait to testify. She 
has asked that her statement be submitted for the record. Without 
objection, it will be included in the record at this point. 
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(The prepared statement of Mrs. Shoemaker follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. C. D. SHOEMAKER, CHAIRMAN, CONSERVATION COMMITTEE, 
NATIONAL CAPITAL GARDEN CLUB LEAGUE, INC. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Mrs. C. D. Shoe. 
maker, and I am conservation chairman of the National Capital Garden Club 
League, Inc. This is a nonprofit organization of 107 federated garden clubs in the 
District of Columbia and the suburban areas of Maryland and Virginia. Among 
the league’s conservation interests is that of a clean Potomac River. 

By a 1958 directive of the Pollution Control Division of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, the District of Columbia has been ordered to 
abate its pollution of the nearby river by 1966. It is time to swing into action 
in accordance with the legislation under consideration today which authorizes 
construction of waste disposal facilities to reduce pollution of the Potomac 
from storm-water overflows. 

In requesting $75 million in Federal grants over a period of years, for the 
construction of interceptor sewers, the local public is not asking for a luxury 
installation, but is reminding the Federal Government of its definite responsi- 
bility right here in the area of the Nation’s Capital to protect the water supplies 


of the people. Surely anyone who happened in the vicinity of the river just | 


below Memorial Bridge during last summer’s protracted heat must have won- 
dered what manner of people could or would tolerate the stench then emanating 
from the Potomac. This is an example of probably raw sewage which finds its 
way into the river because present combined sewer lines are inadequate. In time 
of rain, the sewers overflow, with the result that untreated sewage backs up to 
the nearest outflow, and is then earried by surface waters to the Potomac. 

The National Capital Garden Club League supports the purpose of this legis- 
lation, feeling that abatement of present pollution is imperative for the protec- 
tion of human health, and urges that this phase of the river problem be dealt 
with expeditiously. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing at this hearing. 


Mr. McFatu. We have another witness, who was not on the sched- 
ule, but who has been waiting patiently to testify, Mr. George Vra- 
zsity, a resident of Accokeek in Prince Georges County, Md. 

We are pleased to have your testimony at this time, Mr. Vrazsity. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE VRAZSITY, ACCOKEEK, PRINCE GEORGES 
COUNTY, MD., APPEARING AS A PRIVATE CITIZEN 


Mr. Vrazstry. I am George Vrazsity, resident of Accokeek, Prince 
Georges County, Md. 

Mr. McFatu. Would you like to read your statement or orally sum- 
marize it, and we can put the whole thing in the record ? 

Mr. Vrazsiry. I can read it very quickly and will not take too long. 

Mr. McFatu. All right. You may proceed, Mr. Vrazsity. 


Mr. Vrazstry. I appear before this committee with conjunctive 


roblems of pollution and flood control of the Potomac and Anacostia _ 


ivers. The following suggestion, with possible potentialities has 
been pementen to the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan 
Problems. The problem, though referred to as the pollution problem, 
embodies triplicate complex disturbances—namely, pollution, silta- 
tion and Scodings: Therefore, endeavorment to bring the trifold prob- 
lem under one feasible solution is most logical. 

It is suggested that esplanade walls be built in the Potomac and 
Anacostia Rivers parailal én the river banks. These esplanade walls 
may be constructed ornately, for beauty, around Washington; these 
walls being so constructed in height as to supersede possible future 
flooding. Then, a road from riverbanks above the water to these walls 
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should be built, thus creating superexpressways to and from the area’s 
major sectors. This may be accomplished under a road program. 

he water sewage-pollution problem would be totally abated or 
solved by discharging treated sewage into aqueduct created under the 
proposed esplanade roadway. The effluent being carried southward 
downstream by the road-retaining-wall structure, would be prevented 
from polluting the main streams. 

Variable ideas may be deduced from a road-aqueduct project, such 
as possible dams at upper ends of streams for further flood control of 
main streams, siltation inducement, and control of stream through 
the aqueduct. With further elaboration of thought, the walls sadly be 
possibly expanded for inclusion of space and shelters or other militar 
and governmental use. River indentations (not supplied by prorennee 
may be dammed by such a project. Possibly these indentations may 
be drained for land reclamation. 

If streamlining of both rivers’ sides is not practicable, then one may 
consider a one-sided aqueduct project, the road aqueduct being placed 
on the most practicable side of the stream. 

To abate siltation problems, a soil conservation program is pri- 
marily in order. The conservation — should be assisted by a 

rogram of induced sedimentation. Beginning at uppermost parts of 
highly siltated streams, continuing downstream, every effort should 
be exerted to prevent siltation discharge into main streams. Induced 
sedimentation may be achieved with weirs or barrier-bridges across 
streams. Bear in mind that any across-the-stream structures—exist- 
ing or proposed—may be utilized for siltation-inducement purposes. 
Existing bridges may be converted into siltation-inducement bridges 
and new proposed bridges may be constructed as siltation-barrier 
bridges across streams. The most practical suggestion would be to 
construct siltation barriers as weir-type bridges. These structures 
would be small in uppermost parts of the streams, increasing in size 
downstream. A series of weirs with varying water outlets would in- 
duce sedimentation. Induced sedimentation easily incorporates into 
the esplanade-floodwall-conduit-roadway proposal. 

The water pollution and water supply problem necessitates an 
esplanade-floodwall-roadway of three incorporated aqueducts under 
the roadway. 

(1) The aqueduct section nearest to stream banks to be used 
as a Sewage system ; 

(2) The middle or center aqueduct section to be used as a 
filtrating and/or transmission plant; 

(3) The aqueduct section projecting farthest into the stream 
to be used as a reservoir, with control valves for stream flooding, 
to obtain and retain water. 

Using simple figures, a 10-mile-long structure 20 by 20 feet would 
produce a reservoir of approximately 158 million gallons of reserved 
water. A 40 by 40 feet would nearly triple the amount. Such struc- 
tures on both sides of the stream would produce reservoirs of double 
these amounts. Increasing the dimensions would naturally increase 
the reservoir capacity. Utilizing both sides of the stream would be 
practical, as reserved water is expended on one side, tapping the 
other side continues water supply. The project would not flood lands 
and would afford the area convenient and practical service, for many 
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years. Lock-type dams across the streams would increase the water 
reservoir capacity. A simple sketch of the suggested project may 
- ae in the pollution hearings of April 22, 23, and 25, 1958, page 
370. 

There are other divergent plans submitted by various agencies, 
departments, and representatives. The deviation exists as to flooding 
of lands and creation of dams in the headwaters area, with suggestive 
utilization of local property rights. Personally, all of this seems so 
unnecessary. Utilization of the main area streams would involve 
State right of property. The suggested esplanade system would 
create reservoirs in the Potomac, at any point desired—by construct- 
ing elevated lock-type dams across the Potomac and/or Anacostia 

ivers. 

With sectional procedures, adjoining reservoirs may be continu- 
ously added as additional reservoirs are needed. Section-by-section 
reservoirs may be built down to the Chesapeake Bay. Then, should 
the Potomac River cease or diminish its water supply to the populace 
of adjacent areas, the esplanade water system may be reversed from 
the Giivsnedies Bay. The esplanade-aqueduct system is a protective 
insurance against a future Potomac River failure. 

Though present-day prices for water evaporation distillation meth- 
ods are considered expensive, this may be but a pittance when water 
becomes a premium. Still, I am an optimist, and sense that in the 
future sea water desalting will be necessarily perfected. 

Several pollution abatement and water supply programs have been 
suggested. It is of national concern that a program of some sort be 
expeditiously initiated. 

Thank you. 

_ Mr. McFauz. Thank you, Mr. Vrazsity. We appreciate your com- 
ing and giving us your suggestions. 

If there are no further witnesses to be heard at this time, we will 
adjourn the hearing. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the hearing was concluded.) 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


STATEMENT OF LouIs S. CLAPPER, ACTING CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife Federation is composed of 50 affiliates 
in 49 States and the District of Columbia. These affiliates are composed of more 
than 2 million individual sportsmen-conservationists. 

We welcome the invitation to appear here today to comment upon H.R. 71%, 
H.R. 7197, H.R. 7198, and H.R. 7199, measures to promote Potomac River pollu- 
tion abatement. 

The National Wildlife Federation long has stood for the abatement of pollution 
of surface waters. In annual convention in 1959, the federation listed a six- 
point priority program, one of which was: “Adequate appropriations for the 
pollution abatement, research, and enforcement programs authorized by the 
Blatnik Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, and amendments to double the 
authorizations for sewage-treatment construction grants to municipalities.” 

Mr. Chairman, certainly the Potomac River should be cleaned up because of 
the national and international interest in it. The National Wildlife Federation, 
therefore, hopes the committee can see fit to take favorable action upon the 
measures under consideration today. 

For 400 miles from its West Virginia source to Point Lookout at the mouth 
of the Chesapeake Bay, the Potomac River winds its tortuous, historic course. 
It is a river which flows through the hearts of this Nation's people, for it is 
the river on whose banks the National Capital stands. As a river, it should 
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be a wonderful asset—a recreational river as well as a source of water for use 
in homes and industry. Yet, no Washingtonian would willingly swim in it. Its 
waters in the vicinity of the Nation’s Capital are only potable after heavy chemi- 
cal treatments. Its stench makes the air noisome all too often. 

The District of Columbia itself alone is not responsible entirely for this 
filthy condition, for north, south, east, and west of the Federal City sprawl 
rapidly growing satellite towns. These cover 350 square miles of land in Mary- 
land and Virginia, about 3% times the area originally ceded by Virginia and 
Maryland for the District of Columbia. Twenty years from now, this urbaniza- 
tion will be more than twice over again as large and will support some 4,500,000 

le. 
“oo some realistic start is made to clean up existing pollution of the river 
in the metropolitan area, costs of cleansing it will soar higher and higher as 
the waters become more and more of a menace to public health. 

There is only one way that the present Potomac pollution problem can be met 
and that is through adequate treatment of sewage from the thousands of homes 
and from industries before it is released into the river. Some small steps have 
been taken to meet this need, but they are only as small drops of pure water in 
a bucket of filth. A system of major interceptor sewers is critically needed 
to prevent escape of raw sewage into the river during heavy rainfalls, and it is 
needed right now. 

Before this committee are four bills designed to authorize $75 million to 
construct, maintain, and operate remedial facilities to reduce Potomac River 
pollution from storm water overflows. These bills also provide that these 
remedial facilities be constructed with sufficient capacity to service communities 
in Maryland and Virginia adjoining the District of Columba in order to prevent 
future pollution of the Potomac River waters by these communities, on condi- 
tion that such communities shall reimburse the District of Columbia at reasonable 
and equitable rates for use of these services. 

The National Wildlife Federation has its headquarters in the Federal City. 
Therefore, it has a dual concern for the welfare of the Potomac River—first, as a 
symbol of the grave nationwide water pollution problem; and, also, the interest 
of an educational, public service organization with its home roots here. We 
endorse H.R. 7196, 7197, 7198, and 7199 and urge the committee to take early 
action-on reporting one of these bills favorably so that a real cleanup of the 
Potomac River can begin. Only through this means may the river take its 
rightful place as a thing of beauty and utility, and a source of healthful rec- 
reation to resident and tourist alike, a stream whose banks support rich farm- 
lands, forest, and wildlife. 

Thank you for this opportunity to express our views. 
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